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Oz1ECT1ONS which Mr. Dopwer, 


Cor IIER, Mr. Howszr, Mr. EAREBERR 7. 
Mr. Wurs rox, Dr. BRETT, and others, 


have brought againſt the Church of England, 
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of Nip, and Chaplain to the Right 

| Honourable the Earl of DERB Y. 
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LONDON: 


ne for D. B RO WAN FE at the . and 


F. CLAY at the Bible and Star, without Temple. Bar, 
MDCC XIX. 


Dr. Hicxrs, Dr. Srixon Lowrtn, Mr. 
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Humbly preſent Your / 

Lordſhip, what You 
_ the juſteſt Title 

n Lou have a Ti- 
tle * — to tant Performance of 

mine, as well on account of the In- 
ſtructions You have for a long time 
favoured me with ; as of Your be- 
ſtowing upon me the Rectory of 

#3 3:2 * Tſp, i 


" 8 0 
\ "x 4 
EM | 


| ” — | 0 = . becauſe of 
Your r a me SN Aſſi- 


| nue Vou an Goes ad E 
to his Church: and may he vouch- 
ſafe a Bleſfing to this Diſcourſe, and 
render it as ſerviceable to the Inte- 
reſts of His MajzsTy and of the 
true Religion happ ly eſtabliſhed un- 
der Him, as was. hincerely defigned ; 

Off ud wot 0) Toa 
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: \ , O L. N vi Wan 1 * * . . 
#5 ANTRODUGTION.., N 
| | 1 Porr Adverſaries charge us with Schiſm,as the © 
u- S — Donatiſts did the N the Pa- 
* 7 SC 4 piſts til do the Church of a gland, p- 1 
of F Sxcr. I. The Nonjuring Biſhops were 
8 deprived by the Eccleſiaſtical as well as 
"FE; by the Lay Power. 
„ Our Biſhops gave their Conſent to che Dez iv bo, 
in and out of Parliament, which was of the ſame Force 
0 with 4 Synadical Conſent, Ibid. Other Argumenes 
i- bet the Church deprived the Nonjuring Bps, 13, 14 
w- Secr, II. If the Nonjuring Biſhops had been 
V deprived only by the Lay Power, they 
4 would have been rightfully deprived, 15 
d I ̃ be Civil Power bas Authority to deprive Criminal Bps. 16 
= III is not contrary, to Chriſt's Inſtitution of Epiſccpa- 
4 e, 25. Antienily Civil Governours, particularly the 
Jewiſh ones, were Supreme in Eceleſiaſtica! Matters, 
8 : 23. Aud deprived Prieſts, 38. | The firſt Chriſtian - 
1 Emperors claimed and exerciſed the ſame Authority, 41. 
2 | Me Church received the Succeſſors of Bps deprived by 
. | Chriſtian Princes, 46. and by Infidel Princes, 52. 
F- Bf and by Heretical Princes, where of Felix and Liberius, 
39. Our Kings before the Conqueſt, were. Supreme in 
Eccleſiaſtical Matters, 91. Anſmers.to.Mr- Collier s 
Objeftions, from Archbiſhops nominating their Succeſ- 
N or, 96. and from Bede Epiſtle 10 Egbert, 99. 
N And from Withred's Charter, 104. Our Kings be- 
f | fore the Conqueſt, deprived ſeveral Bps, 110. Where 
ef Wilfrid, 111. And ef Robert the Norman, and 
Srigand, 122. , The Authority of our Kings after the © 
Conqueſt continued the ſame in the main, particularly as 
to Deprivation, 130. King H. VIII. Bdw. VI. QEliz. 
Names I. K. Charles I, II. depraved ſeveral. Bps 
and Presbyters, and our Church acknowledged their 
Authority to do fo, 134. Anſwers to the Objeftions 
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Teſtimonies from the Emperors Juſtinian, 324. and _ , |} 
Baſilius, 341. - and from Bp Beverege, 356. In. 
ſwers to the pretended Examples of St. Paul, 260. Of 
Pexveral Fathers ſaid to be deprived by Conſtantius, 366. 
4 "Of Euſtathius and Meletius, 368. Of Meletius and 
Paulinus, 380. Of Paulinus and Flavian, 383. 0 ᷑ 
the Church's Behaviour to the Novatianiſts, 3 84. and 
Donatiſts, 421. Ohjections from the Practice of the 
Arians, 447. and from 2 Cor. x. 12. 455. 


ER Ys Soong 
Sect, III. Suppoſing what is evidently 
falſe, that the Nonjuring Biſhops had * 

been deprived by Lay Powers only Su- 
preme de fadto, we ought to have ſub- 

mitted to our N ew Biſhops, n 
The Nonjuring Biſpops immediately after they were de- 
| prived, forbore to claim or exerciſe their Dioceſan Au- 
| = rthority-in any publick manner, and thereby would have 
made their Diveefes void, if they had not been void by 
Deprivation, 183. The Church may for her Preſer- 
vation, ſubmit to the Succeſſors of Bys wrongfully de- 


AY er — ned * 


1 prived, 186. Ohections hereunto anſwered, 193. 

| Sz cT.IV.1f it had been formerly lawful 
| to have divided from the New Biſhops 
and their Adherents, yet.it would have 
i ceaſed to have been lawful upon the 
| Death of the Deprived Biſhops, 204. 
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_ 4. phe” Sebiſm-milſt alſo ceaſe, 20. Our preſent Bps are 


true Bps, 215. The preſent Nonjuring pretended By: "IPs 
have - Right to exerciſe Epiſcopal Authority, becauſe - 


they were clandeſtinely conſecrated, 225. And for many 
Tears neither claimed nor exerciſed their Office, 232. 
And are not Dioceſan Bps, 236. Our preſent Bps haus a 
EKiabt, to the Dioceſes they poſſeſs, 239. Anſwers to 
Object. 1. 245. Object. 2. That according to our Con- 
ftitution, there ; no Preſcription againſt a rightful Pa- 
tron, eſpecially if the King be Patron, 246. Where it 
is ſhewn, that the Nomination of a Bp by a King de 
TR it valid, 249. : Obj ect. 3. That we have not et 
made Satisfaction for our Schiſm, 258. Where 85 X 
John Chryſoſtom' Caſe, 269. And that there is 6 
| . Neceſſity, that the Orders of our Bps ſhould be confirm- 
ed, 341. Object. 4. 343; Object. 5. That we are 
Hieretich for maintaining the Validity of Lay Depriva- 
tion, and the Lawfulneſs of reſiſting Kings, 344. Q. 
6. Containing under it all the, particular Objections re- 
lating to the publickPrayers for K.George,C9c.361.&c. 
SE C T. V. Suppoſing our Biſhops to have 
been in the wrong, as to the Breach 
which happened between them and the 
Deprived Biſhops, it would not from 
thence have followed that they were 
Schiſmaticks, 4359. . 
Victor excommunicated Polycarp, and Stephen, St. Cy- 
prian; yet neither Party were eſteemed $ chiſmaticks, 
440, 444. Either Melerius or Paulinus, and after 
them either Flavian or Evagrius were wrongful Bp. 
of Antioch; but theſe who communicated with one 
Party were not efteemed Schifmatichs by thoſe who com- 
municated with the other, 448, 460. Thoſe who de- 
poſed Chryſoftom, and thoſe who thought bim wrong- 
Fully depoſed communicated together, 71. 
An pod to the Caſe of Schiſm, &c. 
484. 5 
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9 F. . 1.9. r. ſubmotis. p. 61. 1 25. 7, 1 7. 62. 
A. 4 7, quum. p. 87. J. 2. r. ien. p. . 20. 
v. Lexenns. 4 374. J. ult. 1. 0. ; 


v 0 5 II. 3121 
P. „. . Stobvelav. b 302. 4.13. . 3 
7 420. 7.8. 1. inſectationibus. p. 473. J. ult. r. Aa 
P. 585. J. 2. . PA, p. 591. J. 1. r. CITI. 7. 608. 
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10 10 in the Church, is 
to be a Member 
Chriſt's Body, a Son 


and an Heir of 


Heaven 5 in ſhort, it is 
to be in the only known 


to Eternal Happi- 


- 


-nefs. To be Excommu- 
or a Schiſmatick, is to be out f 
e. Church, -and: under the Power. of Sa- 


tan 3 
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Fe Larter DUCTION. | 


* only: "Ms this difference, | that 4 
c 1 withdraws himſelf,” 


the Keys. 80 that Schiſm is a = 
ovoking Sin; for it is wilfully to reject 
the Benefits of Chriſt's Death "cur; 
in his Church: To be Excommunicated - 
or a Schiſmatick, is the greateſt Shame : 
For if it be the "higheſt Honour to be a 


Son of God, it muſt be the greateſt Infa- 


my to be a Slave of Satan. 1 is alſo the 
moſt dangerous Condition in the World; 


for it is to be out of the Way to Heaven, | 


and in the high Road to Hell. 
This being the Caſe, it is very artful in 

the 1 55 of The Caſe of Schiſm in the 

Church of England truly ſtated, to begin 


and end as he does. He begins with ob- 


ſerving, that the People are very ignorant 
of the Danger of Schiſm, and pretends to 


inſtruct them in the Nature of it; ex- 


pecting, no doubt, that they would readily 
hearken to a Man, who ſo freely offered to 
teach them, what it was ſo —— their In- 
tereſt to know. And he concludes his Trea- 
tiſe with repreſenting, as tragically as he can, 


the ſad State and Condition of an Excom- 


municated Perſon ; expecting, that many 
would be fo fearful and thoughtleſs, as 
n the bare We of great Danger, to 


run * 


bene, were zeal or oy and WIE 


fraithſs Branches from the Sees that they 
were doom'd to Puniſhment, and reſervd, like 


| The InTaoDverton * 73 a 


run away immediately from it, without 
ſtay ing to inform themſelves, whether the 


wie 


K. talk ol —_ Views of _ 5 
they themſelves are guilty ; hoping there- 


by to paſs unobſerv'd, and that no one 


Vill ſuſpect them for a Crime, which they 


declare ſo loudly againſt. This is the com- 
mon Artifice, and the Practice of every 


Mountebank; but of none more than De- 
ceivers in Religion: whereof I ſhall only 


mention two Inſtances; an ancient and a 


15 modern one. 


Thoſe notorious Schiſmaticks, the Ba 


| raps, had the Confidence to accuſe the Ca- 
tholicks of Schiſm, and inſiſted much on the 


Danger of that Sin; That there was but one 
Church, and that Schiſmaticks were cut off like 


dry Fuel for Hell Fire: and therefore they 


call'd the Catholicks Pagans, and ver 
gravely advis'd them ro become Chriſtians, 


and 10 tale cafe 7 their Souls 4 (9). 
3 2 


This 


* 1 % 


3 
—— 


(a) Unam elle Eccleſiam 0. ited vite velut 


Sarmenta eſſe conciſos ; deſtinatos pœnis, tanquam 3 


arida, gehennæ * reſervari. N Milev. 


7 "36 


+ >; 
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4 The: 1 NTRODUC T I 2 N. 


„ Tbis is alſo the perpetual Topick, on 
which the Romaniſts declaim, They are 
always preaching, that there is but one 
Church, and that Out of it there 15 no Sal- 
vyvation: And they aver over and over, that 
they alone are that one Church, and that 
all others are Schiſmaticks or Hereticks, 
and conſequently in a State of Damna - 
Inga imitation of theſe, the Schiſmatical 
Wonjarors pronounce all Schiſmaticks, and 
in a State of Damnation, but themſelves ; - 
and ſo endeavour to affright Men into 
Schiſm, by repreſenting the Danger of it, 
and to Divide the Church, by making 
the warmeſt Pretences of Zeal for its 
VVV 
But ſince this Author knew the Sin and 

Danger of Schiſm to be ſo very great; 

fſiurely he ſbould have taken care, not to 

have accuſed us of it, without he had alſo 
proved the Charge: Which he has been 
Jo far from doing, that he hardly pretends 


* 
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| COD. Sea Edit. P aris.. 1631. Quid eſt, quod 'dicitisz; 
kedimite animas veſtras? Jam illud quale eſt, quod ho- 

Chriſtianis etiam Clexicis dicitis; Eſtore Chriſti- 


minibis 


ani a Et cum admiraculo quodam unicuiq; dicere : Cai, 

Sei, alt Cain Seia, adhuc Paganus es aut Pagana. 14em. 

4 3. P. 75, ade Aug. Brevic. Collat. di. 1. cap. 14. 

Ttaditores & Ferſecutotes. De Geſtis cum Emerito. Ec- 
cleſia in ſola teſfianſit parte Donati. e 
„„ Sy #4 1 W N 1 8 to 
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The InTRoDUCTION. 3 
n to it. He affirms, that the Nonjuring Bi- 
re ſhops were wrongfully Deprived; that the 
le new Biſhops were wrongfully put in their 
| room; and that all who communicated 
at with them are Separatiſts and Schiſma - 
at ticks, (6). All this he aſſerts on bis o en 
Sy Authority, and on theſe Aſſertions the Re- 
=: mainder of his Book is founded. In an- 
N ſwer therefore to this Author, I affirm, 
al that the Nonjuring Biſhops were rightfull7 | 
d Deprived, and that the new Biſhops were en 
3; FF rightfully put in their Places; and/conſe= 
o F quently, that thoſe Nonjurors, who have 
t, broken off Communion with the new 


g | Biſhops, are Schiſmaticks, and not we wn 
ts adhere to them. And thus I have fuby 
| anſwered this Author: for one Man's Af. 


d F firmation. is as good as anothers. But 1 

1 ſhall give a farther Anſwer to this Trea- 

. tiſe, and to others of the ſame Nature, 

o not only to vindicate the Church of Exg- 4 
N land from the black Charge of Schiſm; 
5 but chiefly out of Charity to the Now. / 


jurors, and that they may not prove Re- 
bels againſt the Church, as they are E- 
nemies to the State. And therefore I 
ſhall e,, 8 Wu 


- 


* „ \ 


Your” W * * 


(6) Caſe of Scbiſu, p. i, 24 4 56% 
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6 The INTRODUCTION. 


I. That the Nonjuring Biſhops were De- 
prived by the Eccleſiaſtical, as well as by 
oc TREE 6: 

II. That if they had been Deprived 
only by the Lay Power, they would have 


the La 


been rightfully Depriv ern. 
III. That if the Nonjuring Biſhops had 


been Deprived by Powers which had 


been only Supreme de Facto, we might 


and ought to have ſubmitted to the new 


Biſhops conſtituted in their room. 
IV. That if we ſhould ſuppoſe, that 


the new Biſhops were wrongfully put in 


the Place of the Deprived Biſhops ; and 
that conſequently it was lawſul to ſepa- 


rate from the Communion of the new 
Biſhops and their Adherents, during the 


Lives of the Deprived Biſhops : yet it 


would ceaſe to be lawful to ſeparate now, 


when the Deprived Biſhops are all dead. 
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That the Nonjurng Biſhops were De- 


prived by the Eccleſiaſtical, as well 


k At of Parliament, whereby the 


1 Nonjuring Biſhops were Depriv'd, 
Was aſſented to by the Biſhops, as well as 
by the other Members of Parliament. 


Mr. Dodwel himſelf owns, (c) that h. 


Biſhops were preſent, and probably voted una- 
nimoaſly. And others of our Adverfaries 
ſay, that our Biſhops thruſt out the (None 
juring) Biſhops from their Sees, and placed 
others there (d). And farther, they con- 


clude, that all our Biſhops and Clergy ap- 


prov'd of the Deprivation of the Non- 


juring Biſhops, and of the placing new 


Biſhops in their room, becauſe they join'd in 


. Communion with the Deprivers and the 


k—— — — tr none — . — 


_ — <1 


: — — — —— 


50 Cafe N b, f l 
(4) Caſe of Schiſm, P. 5. They not only thruſt out the 

lawful Biſhops, c. And below it "gg And under 

the Biſhops who did this -.-- Dr. Hickes, p. 121. | 
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theirs by many Overt - Acts fi 1235 i 


te 4 : * 
* - 4 : * 2 5 
TI SE the 
* d 1 , F 7 ; a oy . : * s . x 
3 * * —_ * & 1 3 1 8 + 


75 As 


7 new: „ Biſhops (0. From i it * 
los, according to their own Reaſoning, 
That the Depriving Act was Approved. of 
by all our Ops, except thoſe who 
pere Deprived; and by the Lower Houſe 
of Convocation, and By the whole Body 
of the Engliſh Clergy; and by the Biſhops 


and Convocation of elan, Who have all; 


except the Deprived Biſhop of Kilmore, 


continued to communicate: with the Church 
of Eng land. 


And! it is all the fame in Reaſou and the | 
Nature of the Thing, as if all theſe Fer- 


ſons had given their "Conſent to the De- 


privation in a Synod, For it is the Con. 
ſent which gives Force and Weight to Sys 
nodical Decrees, and not the Place or 
Forms, which are only uſed, that the 
Conſent may be given with more delibe- 
ration, and may be the better atteſted : 


both which Ends are as well anſwered by 


the Biſhops voting in Parliament, as if they 


had vated in a Synod : Not to mention 


that they have confirmed thoſe Votes 0 


FO OY 
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le) Caſe of Schiſm, p . : Dr. Hictes p. 12 120. 
B. Whenever 1 a Dr. Hickes In general, with- 


St particularizing what Book of his 1 quote, I mean 
Be ert — oy Rb in his Name. 
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St. 3 my That he and Car 


3 1 and All tbe Biſbops throughout. the 


whole World had Decreed, that Traditors might 
be receiv'd again into the C barch upon their 
Repent ance, Now from hence we are. not 


to conclude, that all the Biſhops in rhe 
World met together in a Synod, and made 


this Decree; but only, that they. all cam. 


municated their Aſſent to one another b 
Letters, and therefore it is ſaid, that they 
all Decreed it. In the ſame bold, St. G. 
prian tells us, That it was 4 


eral Rule. of 
Pouring Biſhops 


le together to 
CORE been 


the Church, that all the 
the Province, ſhould 
oraain 4 Biſhop. But it 


ba 


the 8 in Eng land, as well as other 


Places, that thoſe Biſhops who could not 
conveniently come, ſhould notify their 
Conſent by Letters, and that only three 
or four Biſhops ſhould be neceſſarily re: 
quired to be preſent at the Conſecration (g). 
And the Letter writ by Dr. Hickes's Order, 
and approved of by him, tells us, (5) That 


f. * or . 1 a} Ying 4 4 4 Com: 


wy ory 


(7 Epi 6. A) 46% ; 

100 Concil. Niceni, Can, 4. Gration. *Epiſcopi * 

. ui ſunt in Provincia ſua debent ordinati; ſi vero 

hoc difficile fuerit, certe tres Epiſcopi debent in unum 

— ita ut etiam cæterorum . abſentes ſunt, 
um in literis teneant. | 

(4) Dr. Hickes, p. 313: 


a,” 


( 
| 4 
1 


io A TREATISE agwinſt the 
ſeeration; repreſent the whole College, accord- 


ing to the Rale of Law, Tres faciunt Col. 


legium. II then a Conſecration per form'd 
by three or four Biſhops, with the Con- 


Tent of the reſt of the Biſhops of the Pro- 


vince, may be calld a Collegiate or Pro- 
vincial Act, barely becauſe all the Biſhops 


ſignify d their Conſent ; why may not the 


Conſent of the 1 of the Province of 
Canterbury, given both in and out of Par- 
lia ment to the Depriving AQ (with whom 


the Biſhops of the Province of Tork alſo 


Synodical Sentencẽ W | 
St. Athanaſias writes, (i) That above 
four Hundred Biſhops, out of all Parts of 
the World, had communicated to him, by 


concur'd ) be of equal Authority with a 


Letters, their Approbation of his Doctrine. 


Leo the Thracian ſent Circular Letters to 
all the Biſhops of the Roman Empire, to 
deſire their Judgment of the Council of 
Chalcedon, and of the Ordination of Timothy 


Flarus; and they in their Anſwers unani- 


mouſly declared their Adherence to the 


Doctrine of that Council, and condemn'd 


the Ordination of Timothy (H. And Ealo- 
gius of Alexandria acquaints us, that theſe 
Biſhops were in number ſixteen Hun- 


2 i " of Ti * 
— 


i) Epiſt. ad Solitarios, | 
E) See Evagr. lib. 2. cap. 9, 10. 


| dred. 


juring Schiſm owns, (»») That the Senſe f 


dred (2). Now no Catholick ever que- 
ſtion'd the Authority of theſe Deciſions. 
And if Biſhops might, by Letters, decree 

Points of Faith and Diſcipline, and the 
Z Depoſition or Rejeftion of a- Biſhop': It 


will be hard to aſſign any good Reaſon, 
why thoſe Determinations ſhould not be 
at leaft equally valid, which are made hy 
Colleges of Biſhops, or the Majority of 


them, voting in Perſon, tho? not is a for- 


mal Synod, but in an Aſſembly where 
Laymen alſo are preſen. 2 

A Point is ſometimes carried in Convo- 
cation, when the Majority of the Mem- 
bers being abſent, and not voting at all, or 
voting only by Proxy, never knew what 


the Queſtion was, till it was determin'd : 
and yet this is indiſputably a Synodical 
Determination. And can we think, that 


when the Majority of Convocation know- 
ingly teſtify their Conſent, by voting in 
Parliament, or by their Actions out of 
Parliament, this is not of equal Authority 


with ſuch a Synodical Vote? 


Pains upon this Head, ſince Mr. Dodwel 


himſelf writing in Defence of the Non- 


— 
A 


(1) In Photii Biblioth, Cod. 130. p.878. 
(m) Independency.of the Clergy, p. 70, 71. 1 
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in Councils, are not o 
And then after mention of that Inſtance 


484 | Condition 
that is equivalent to 4 Church Att of their 


whole Bony in any. Synod, be it en Hen | 


VDincial or National. giants” 


7" A Tan; AT q SE E againſt the. 
* 10 (Ep iſcopal) College was, ij the Primitive 


8 5 "ror allowed the ſamè Force, however it | 
© was ſignify d, whithei in Synods, or ae 


and extrajudicially.; And Dr. Lowth's Vindi- 
cation has theſe Words; () I think I may; 


claim it as an l Truth, that the Bi- 


ſhops perſonal convening, and hocalh aſſembling - 
"the Hſſence of them. 


of 1600 Biſhops having condemn'd Timo 
thy Xlaras by Letters, it follows, Nor was 
their Cenſure leſs valid, but it 2 the 

whole Church in the ſame: Boyd and Degree of 
Obedience, as if thoſe Biſhops bad locally met 
and ſate in Council. And to the ſame pur- 
poſe Dr. Hitkes aſſerts, (o) That whatever | 


4 the Clergy declare or 2 publickly and ſo- 


lemuly, by virtue o 2 Lam or pretended Lam, 
exerciſing their Miniſtry, 


Thus it appears, that our Advenfarits,? 


if they will be conſiſtent with themſelves, 

muſt grant, that the Conſent given by our 

Biſhops in and out of Parliament to the 
Deoepriving Act, and the Conſent given to 


that Act by che reſt of the Clergy by their 
n is "the ſame thing in — as if 


4 


(#) P. 182. 15 


00 P. 110% 2156. 


| they 


Boe" 
SOR. | 


| had conſontes' in a 8 usch and dught 
to be eſteem'd of equal. Validiry wie 4 
Synodical Sentence. 

And farther; from the Nesse ipod to 
"the preſent Time, our Church has acknow. 
| ledged the Eccleſiaſtical Supremacy of the 
Civil Power, and has thereby approved or 
conſented, that the Civil Power ſhould 
make and execute Depriving Laws; for 
that is manifeſtly a Branch of that Supre- 
macy, and has been exerciſed and ub⸗ 


mitted to as ſuch, till the Revolution - 


Now from hence one of theſe Coneluſions 
neceſlarily follows ; either that our Chuck 
is of Opinion, that the Civil Power, as 
ſuch, has a Right to make and execute auch 
Laws; which: Right I ſhall prove the Civil 
Power to have under my next Section: 
Or elſe, that in conſideration of our Bi- 
ſhops being one Branch of the Legiſlature, 
and of many other Temporal Advantages 


Which the Church enjoys from the State, 


ſhe has conſented, that the Civil Power 
hall make and execute ſuch Laws, and 
has by that Conſent confer'd on the Civil 
Power an Authority, which, according to 
this ſuppoſition, the Civil Power had not 


originally. 


If our Adverſaries chuſe the ronment 
_ concluſion, they will thereby confeſs, - that 


| 0 This wilt be fully hun under tho next Section. 


a 


* 


14 A TREATISE ggauuſt the 
they. oppoſe the Judgment of the Church 
of England, concerning the Authority of 
S Civil Magiſtrate in Eccleſiaſtical Mat- 

ters. If they grant the latter Concluſion, 

they allow, that the Church by conſentin 

in general that the Civil Power ſhou 

make Depriving Laws, did conſent impli- 

citly to each Depriving Act which the 

Civil Power ſhould paſs ; and conſequent- 

ly, to that Act which deprived the Non- 
n,, 7; 

Laſtly, Suppoſing, for Argument's ſake, 

. that our Biſhops did not previouſly con- 

ſeat to this Depriving Act, and that a 

Lay: Deprivation were in it ſelf null; it 

will ſtill be certain, that our Biſhops De- 

prived the Nonjuring Biſhops, ſince they 
rejected their Authority, and acknowtedg'd 
that of their Succeſſors, and thereby in- 
terpretatively Deprived them: For by 
diſowing their Dioceſan Authority, they 
declared their Judgment, that they ſhould 
ceaſe to be Dioceſans: and the Judgment 
of the Church is of the ſame Authority, 
however it be declared, as I have amply 
ſhewn already. Fa; „5 
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bat if the Nonjuring Biſhops had been 
* Deprived only by the Supreme Lay 
Power, they would have been right- 
: | TAVING ſhewn in the laſt Section, 

LI that the Nonjuring Biſhops were 

Jeprived by the Eccleſiaſtical, as well as 
by the Lay Power; I proceed to prove, 
that if their Deprivation had been, as our 
Adyverſaries ſuppoſe, meerly a Lay Depri- 


i vation, it would have been valid and right- 
y | ful ; becauſe thoſe Biſhops were guilty of 
. diſowning the Authority of the Civil Go- 
4 FF verament, and the Civil Government has 
mY a Right to Deprive Biſhops for Civil 
Crimes. . 5 
7 Throughout this Diſcourſe I ſhall often, 
2 for brevity ſake, uſe the words Ning or 
Prince, whereby I mean, the Supreme Lay 
Power, where ever it be lodg'd. And I 
ſhall begin with proving briefly the King's 
' Supremacy in general, which will both 
a direct a Confutation of the Error our 


Adver- 


16 ATREAT ISE f be 
Adverſaries ate guilty of, in denying the 
Supremacy; and will be a ſtrong Confir- 
mation of my main Point, that Princes 

have Authority to Deprive. For if Princes 
have ſupreme Eccleſiaſtical Power, it will 
he incumbent on our Adverſaries to ſnew, 
that Deprivation is not a part of that Su- 

5 preme Power. 1 2 . 5 en 2 

By Depriving, I do not mean, that a 

- King can Degrade Biſhops, or take away 

their Orders: On the contrary, after De- 

privation, they will continue Biſhops. ſo 

far, that if they ſhould be received into 
any other part of the -Chriftiag Church, 
into Sweden for inſtance, or if they ſhould 
be reſtored here, they might exerciſe their 

Office without any new Conſecration. But 

Fmean, by Depriving, that the King can 

take away from Biſhops their Dioceſes; that 

he can prohibit them to exerciſe their Office 
in his Dominions; and that, if they ſhall 
preſume to exerciſe their Office in his 

Dominions after his Prohibition, they and 

their Adherents will be guilty of a ſinfut 

Hiſobedience to their Sovereign. In a 

word, that he can cauſe them to have no 

more Authority here, than a Swediſh Biſhop 
youre ha 7 £ ebay travel hitler. 
© To proceed then. A King may Deprive 

diſſoyal Biſhops, becauſe 245 Goa?! Mi- 

nifter for Civil and Eccleſiaftical youre 
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and an Obligation to uſe all lawful and 


fter for Civil Good, He is alſo God's Mi- 


thoſe: Ends, and is not contrary. to Chriſt's 
Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy, or to any Divine 
Precept or Law. „ 5 „ 
„The Prince is undeniably God's Mini- 


, 


niſter for Eccleſiaſtical Good. For he is God's 
Miniſter for Good in general. He has a Right 


proper Means to procure his People all 
manner of Good; and there is no reaſon 
to make any Exception, or to limit his Mi- 
niſtry to Civil Good. This will appear 


more plainly, when I conſider the Extent 


of the Authority of the Jewiſb Kings: and 
it is alſo a neceſſary Conſequence of the 
Prince's. being God's Miniſter for Civil 
Good. The Church brings the greateſt 
Advantage to the State, becauſe ſhe makes 
Men good Subjects by her DoQtrines, and 
by her. Piety draws down divine Bleſſings: 


ſo that if the Prince have Authority to 
conſult the Civil Good, he muſt alſo have 


Authority. ro conſult the Good of the 


Church; otherwiſe he would be tied up 
from promoting what is the greateſt and 
trueſt Intereſt of the State. And indeed 
it ſeems generally agreed, that the Civil 
Magiſtrate is God's Miniſter for Eccleſia- 


ſtical Good: Why elſe do all Parties | 


of Chriſtians endeavour, that the Prince 


C ſhould 
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| ſhould make their reſpective Perſwaſion the | 
National Religion, and that he ſhould Þ 


7 


puniſh Offences againſt the Church, and 
agaiaſt revealed as well as natural Religi- 
on? And why do they complain of, and 
cenſure a Prince for negled ing to do theſe 
things; if they do not think, that he has 
Authority to do them? © > 
No ſince the Prince is God's Miniſter * 
for Civil Good, he may and ought to uſe 
all lawful Means to promote that Good. 
Some of thoſe Means are, To direct and 
command his Subjects as to their Behavi- 
our, or in other Words, to make Laws 
for them; to appoint Officers for the Exe- 
cution of his Laws,and other Purpoſes ; and 
to. puniſh thoſe who violate his Laws. For 
ſuch is the Corruption and Perverſeneſs of 
Men, that if the Prince will do Good to | 
.the Generality of his People, he muſt in- 
flict Evil upon ſome of them. And there- 
fore St. Paul having aſſerted, that the Prince 
i God's Miniſter for Good; tells us in the 
fame Verſe, as a neceſſary Conſequence, 
that he is the Miniſter. of God, a Revenger to 
execute Wrath upon him that doth Evil. © 
Ihe Ends of Puniſhment are to Reform 
leſſer Offenders, to put a ſtop to the Crimes 
_ of zncorrigible Ones, and by their exemplary 
. Sufferiogs, ro terrify others from the like 
Practices: and the Prince may inflict any 
=: «> Puniſn- 


Exerciſe of Powers, which 
gave, nor can abſolutely and directly take 
away. For inſtance, Parents receive their 


Puniſhthene which anſwers theſe Ends, and 


& contradifts. uo Law of God; and conſes 
NZ quently, he may cauſe Offenders to under- 


go any ſort of Evil, either of Pain or Loſs, 


Wuich it is wWirhin the Compaſs. of human 
Force to inflict. He can puniſh with 3 — 


Baniſhment, and all kinds of corporal 
Puniſhment, He can reſume the Honours, 


| Offices and anden en he gave. He 


can take away what he never gave, as 
Life. For the Queſtion is not, how Sub- 
jets become poſſeſs d of any Advantages; 
but whether the taking —5 Advantages 
away will anſwer the Ends of Puniſhment? 
Nay, he can | hinder the . and 
neither 


Power over their Children immediately 
from God. Now if a Father ſhould teach 


his Children Rebellion, the Prince might 
either reſtrain this Father indirectly from 
exerciſing his Paternal Power, by baniſh- - 
ing or impriſoning him; or he might ap- 


point Guardians to take care of the Educa- 


tion of the Children, and directly prohibit - 
the Father to exerciſe any Paternal Au- 
thority over his Children: And if the Fa- 
ther Id act contrary to this Prohibi- 


tion, he would be guilty of a ſinful Diſo- 


bedience to his Prince. Vet the Prince 


could 


N 


_— C2 
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could not ſo far take away the Fathers 
Power, but that, upon the Prince's with: Þ 
drawing his Prohibition, the Father would 
immediately, and without any new Com- 


miſſion from God or the Prince, have a 


Right and Obligation to exerciſe his Pater- 
nal Authority; and during the Prohibiti- 
on, if the Father ſhould perceive the Guar- 
dians groſly to neglect the Care of his 
Children, he might endeavour to remedy 
it, either by complaining to the Prince, or 
by other lawful Means 
And the King has this Power which I 
have been deſcribing over all his Subjects; 
and conſequently over the Clergy as well 
as the Laity. And therefore he may com- 
mand the Clergy as well as Laity to pro- 
mote the Civil Intereſt, as far as lies in 
their Power, and never to act contrary to 
it; and he may rightfully puniſh them 
When they violate ſuch Commands of his. 
And ſince the Prince is God's Miniſter 
alſo for Eccleſiaſtical Good, he may and 
ought to uſe all lawful Means to promote 
the Eccleſiaſtical Good of all his People. 
And conſequently he may make Laws re- 
uiring the Clergy and Laity to diſcharge 
their reſpective Eccleſiaſtical Duties, and 
directing both of them in the Manner and 
_ Circumſtances of their Worſhip, and fuch 
cther Matters as the Scripture has left _ 
Jr Fry 
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different. And if he may make ſuch Laws, 
be may annex Penalties to them, and may 
& inflit thoſe Penalties upon all who ſhall 


violate thoſe. Laws. „ 8 
In ſhort then, the Prince having Autho- 
rity to promote the Good of both Church 
and State, may rightfully do all lawful Acts, 
which are for the good of one, and not pre- 
judicial to the other; and much more ſuch 
lawful Acts, as are for the good of both: 
And thoſe Things, which I have men- 


tioned, are lawful, not only becauſe they 


are beneficial to the Church, or at leaſt to 
the State; but becauſe they are not contra- 
ry to any Divine Inſtitution or Precept. 
5 Chrilt has indeed ſet apart an Order 


of Men to adminiſter the Sacraments, to 
confirm, to ordain, and to perform the 


like ſacred Offices: and therefore the Prince 
cannot rightfully, do any thing deſtructive 


of this Order; but he may do every thing 


conſiſtent with it. He cannot rightfully 
make ſuch Civil or Eccleſiaſtical Laws as 
are deſtructive of Chriſtianity, or of the. 


Clergy ; but he may, as I before obſerved, 


make ſuch Eccleſiaſtical Laws, as are be- 
neficial to the Church; for that is not to 
contravene, but to ſecond Chriſt's Inſtitu - 


tion. He cannot command the Church, 


not to ordain at all, nor to inſtitute none 


to Cures, nor to ordain or inſtitute un- 


SC orthy 


22 ATREATISE aanſtthe 

worthy Men; but he may command 
chem not to ordain or inſtitute any 
bur ſuch who ſhall give Aſfarance of Fi- 


delity to him. He cannot diſcharge the | 


Duty of a Clergyman himfelf, nor im- 
power other Laymen to do it; but he, 
and by his Permiſſion other Lay-Patrons, 
may out of ſuch Clergymen, as are duly 
gualify'd, preſent to Cures, whom they 

think fitteſt to promote Piety and the 
Civil Good. He cannot conſecrate a Bi- 

ſhop himſelf, he cannot comwand the 


Church to conſecrate no Biſhops, or to 


conſecrate only unworthy Biſhops; but he 
may nominate one to be elected and conſe- 
crated a Biſhop, who is endow*d with all 
Qualifications proper for that Office, and 
faithful to his Service. All this he may 
do, becauſe it is for the Good of the State, 
and not at all hurtful to the ſacręd Order. 
For the Church may eaſily find out Per- 
ſons enough Who are both faithful to the 
Prince, and duly qualify'd to be ordain'd, 
inſtituted or conſecrated. And for the ver 
ſame Reaſons, as the Prince ee 
Clergymen for being Clergymen, or for 
diſcharging their Eccleſiaſtical Duties; fo 
he may puniſh them for Crimes againſt 
the State, even with Death, if the Na- 
fure of their Crimes require it. For this 
is neceſſary to the State, and not deftry; 
VVV 
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= ive to he Church or to Chriſt's Inſtituti- 
on of the Clergy; and to ſuppoſe other- 
wiſe, would be diſhonourable to the 
Church, it — be to 2 that ſhe 
could not find out innocent Serbe . 
nough to perform ſpiritual O 

The Conſequence of all — is, | that 


* 1 the: Prince has Authority to depriys Bi 
Vi 


ſhops for Eccleſiaſtical ph Civil Crimes, 
particularly for Diſſoyalty. For it is ma- 
nifeſtly fog the Civil Good, to hinder them 
from — the Power, — profeſs they 
do not want Wil to hurt the State, and 
conſequently to hinder ſuch, Men from ex- 
erciling the Office of Biſhops,, who think 
4t their Duty- e againſt the State, 
and to teach the People Rebellion, and 
who by reaſon of che Eloquence and 
Authority, the Reſpect paid to them, and 
the many Dependencies upon them, on Ac- 
count of their high Station, have great 
Opportunities to influence the People. And 
this is not at all hurtful to the Church, pro- 
vided the Prince do not hinder other Bi- 
ſhops duly qualified to be plac'd in their 
Room. For then the Change introduced 
in the Church by this palit ic Deprivation 
of Biſhops, is no more prejudicial to her 
than the Change edle by Death, 
which is a natural Deprivation, or 


Tant Which is a voluntary Depriva- 
C4- We. 


— — ————— — — o hs n— — ” = — 
83 — —— O_o — — — — — — — — ———ů—— 
— — — — — — — — — — —— 
q - I = : * — _ — — — — — 
P! ð̊ ꝑ :::: !ſwĩ . —ñ6 —:.᷑?;. A * 


FD 


tion, as to the former Dioceſe. Which 


| Caſes happen every Day, and one of our 
holy Fathers, upon his Deceaſe or Tranſla - 
tion, is ſucceeded by anotfier of equal Abi- | 


lities' for the ſacred Office, and the Church 


eceives no ſenſible Damage. Nay, this is | 


fo far from being Prejudicial, that it is 
highly 'Bexeficial to the Church. For it is 
For her Intereſt, that the Prince ſhould K 
have a Favour for, and Confidence in her, 
and not be jealous of her; which he can 
hardly avoid, if thoſe preſide in the Church, 


who are avowed Enemies to him. It is 


for the Good of the Church, becauſe 


it is for the Good of the State. For, 
as T have obſerved, that the Church brings 


the greateſt Advantage to the State; ſo 


the State brings the greateſt temporal Ad- 
vantage to the Church, becauſe it reſtrains 


the Enemies, and protects and rewards the 
Profeſſors of Religion: So that whatever is 
truly Beneficial to the State, is in conſe- 
quence Beneficial to the Church ( Nay 


i * *N by 
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(p) This was the Judgment of the King and Parlia- 


ment, the greateſt Authority of this Nation, een in the 


Height of Popery. Nec debet dici tendere in præjudi- 
cium Eccleſiaſticæ Libertatis, quod pro Rege & Republica 
neceſſarium jnvenitur. Artic. Cleri. 8. 9 nA 2. And So- 
crates long before obſery'd the mutual Dependence of the 
Intereſts of the Church and State, in the Preface ro his 

th Book of Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory. Tor Snuccior agr. 
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1 | farther, as to out preſent Queſtion, to De- 
pirive the Nonjuring Biſhops, was not on- 
yy by Conſequence, but directly and im- 


mediately Beneficial to the Church: be- 


h |} cauſe it is manifeſtly more ſor her Good 
to have a Son. and a Favourer ſeated) on 
the Throne, than the Perſon whom the 


Nonjuring Biſhops would have endea- 


voured to have placed there, a proſeſsd 


1 to the Church, and One who = 
t bimſelf bound in ' Conſcience to 


And to Deprive Biſhops, is not con- 


trary to Chriſt's Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy. 
It is not contrary to Epiſcopacy in general, 


nor to the Commiſſion given by Chriſt to 


the particular Biſhops, who happen to be 


Deprived. Not to Epiſcopacy in general. 
If the Prince pretended to Deprive Bi- 
ſhops as Biſhops, or to Deprive them for 


their Orthodoxy or Vertue, or if he ſhould 


prohibit the Church to conſtitute Biſhops 
duly qualified in the room of Deprived 


Biſhops, this would be deſtructive of E- 


iſcopacy, and conſequently utterly; Unlaw- 


ful. But if the Prince do not Deprive 


— — = 
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Hinder but encourage the placing worthy 
— Biſhops in the room of :Deprived ones; 
= is no more contraty "tothe Inſtitution 

Epiſcopacy, than it is — to the 
bo ren "Civil Judges, for the Prince 
To remove a Criminal _ and ow a 
more Deſerving one in his 


Nor is Deprivation contrary to Chriſbs 
Commiſſion to the Deprived Biſhops. 
Chrift has indeed appointed, that Biſhops 
and no others ſhould diſcharge Epiſcopal 
Duties; bur he has no where particula- 
rized, in What Places and over what Per- 
ſons, they ſhall reſpectively diſcharge their 
Office, nor aſſign'd them their ſeveral Dio- 
ceſes; but Thoſe ancrenthy, as well as now, 
feem to have been of human Diſpoſition 
He commanded his Apoſtles to reach all Ne. 
tions; but he did not preſcribe which A- 
poffle ſhould teach one Nation, and which 
another. The Apoſtles at firſt had no par- 
ticular Dioceſes, but jointly govern d the 
Church of Jeraſalem: And when they fe- 
parated into different Countries, they ſeem 
plainly to have often follow'd their own 
Choice, as to the Places, where they ex- 
ecuted their Office: %) Tho' they were 
; eine; extraordinarily directed op the 


£. wo oh * 
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All, but only Criminal Biſhops, and do nodt 
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_ Spirit, as they were in other Matters; which 
without ſuch Direction would have been 
left to their Humane Prudence. After 
the Times of the Apoſtles, Biſhops in- 
deed always conſecrated Biſhops; but 
did not always ele@ them. The 
Validity of Lay-Deprivation is as hotly 
oppos'd by the Papiſts, as by our new 
Adverſaries; and yet Bellarmine himſelf 
confeſſes (r) that Biſhops were elected, 
as ſometimes by the Neighbouring Bi- 
ſhops ; ſo often by the Clergy and Peo- 
le of the Dioceſe, or by the Clergy a- 
ne, or by the Emperors, or the Senior 
Presbyters ſucceeded of Courſe. -Now this 
Variation in the Methods of electing Bi- 
ſhops ſhews, that the Church always e- 
ſteem d the Appointment of particular Bi- 
ſhops to their reſpective Dioceſes to be 
Human. Tranſlations have from the Pri- 
mitive Times been practiſed and allowed 
to be lawful. Now the Means, whereby 
a Biſhop upon a Tranſlation obtains his 
new Dioceſe, are Regal Nomination, 
Capitular Election, Archiepiſcopal Con- 
firmarion, and Inſtallment or Inthroni- 
zation : All which are manifeſtly Things 
of Human Inftirution, Therefore the Au- 
thority which ſuch a Bifhop has over his 


1 


18 


| (*. De Notis Eccleſiæ, Lib. 4. Cap. 8. Col. 1014. 
8 b | Dioceſe 
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Dioceſe more then over other Places, and 
the Property which he has in it, exclu- - 
ſive of other Biſhops, are derived to * 


from Human Appointment. 


Where there are ſtated wok in. 0 e 


r there are ordinarily ſtated Me- 


s of knowing, what particular Per- 


ſons are under — Juriſdiction of ſuch Of. 
ficers. The moſt common Methodꝰ is for 
each Officer to have a Diſtrict, or certain 
Part of the Kings Dominions allotted to 
him, and thoſe who live in ſuch a Di- 
ſtrict, are thereby under the Juriſdiction of 
its reſpective Officer; thoſe who lawfully 
_ that Diſtrict, ceaſe to be under him. 
Jo appoint then a Diſtrict, is to put the 
Perſons inhabiting that Diſtrict under ſuch 
an Officer's Authority: To contract or en- 
large a Diſtrict, is to diminiſh or aug- 
ment the Number of Perſons ſubject to 
ſuch an Officer. And therefore no Au- 
thority can appoint or alter fuch Diſtricts, 
but that which appoints the reſpective Of- 
| ficers over them, or a greater. Now a 
Dioceſe in the Church is of the ſame Na- 


| ture with ſuch Diſtricts in the State. It 


is a Branch or Diviſion of the external 
Church; and whatſoever Chriſtians dwell _ 
in it, are thereby ſubje& to its Dioceſan ; 
whatſoever Chriſtians lawfully leave it, 


and become fix'd Members of another Dio- 
; ""_ 


is, whether Men or Chriſt determine the 
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ceaſe to be under the Government 
eir firſt Dioceſan. The Queſtion then 


Bounds of particular Dioceſes? For if Men 


determine them, it is clear, that the De- 


ſignation of particular Dioceſans to their 
reſpective Dioceſes is a Thing Human. 
Now Chriſt has not made this Determi- 


nation. For if he have, this Determinati- 


on muſt be either found in Scripture ; but 
the Scripture is perfectly ſilent as to this 
Matter; or he collected from the Nature 
and Ends of the Epiſcopal Office; and 
then, ſince that Office is the ſame in all 


Places, all Dioceſes muſt have the ſame 
Limits, or at the leaſt, if one Dioceſe be 
1e than others in Extent, it ought pro- 
portionably to exceed them in Namber of 
People: But ſome Dioceſes are far greater 


than others in Extent and Number of 


People too. And we know in Fact, that 


Dioceſes were at firſt erected, and have 
ſince at Pleaſure been contracted or en- 
larged, by Men; as ſometimes by Biſhops, 


_ _ ſometimes by Kings, and at other Times 
by Kings and Biſhops in Conjunction. 
Since then Men always preſcribed the 


Bounds of Dioceſes, it is certain, that Men 


always in Fact exerciſed the Authority 
of appointing Biſhops over Dioceſes. 


” 


F 


II che Civil Powers make me the Ma- 
giſtrate of a particular Province, it is God's 
Command, that I ſhould govern that Pro- 
vince; hut then it is only Gods Command, 
becauſe the Civil Powers have put me ii 
that Station, and ſo long as they continue 
me there. And in like manner we readily 
allow, that when a Biſhop is placed in a 
Dioceſe, he is conſequentially commanded = 
by Chriſt to preſide over it. But if the 
Deſignation of particular Biſhops to their 
reſpective Dioceſes proceeded from Chriſt 
himſelf, and not from Men; then it muſt 
be made either at their Conſecration or 
afterward, Not after ward; for no Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Act follows Conſecration, but 
Iothronization, which I have obſerved to 
be of Human Appointment: Not at Conſe- 
cration. Mr. Dodwel indeed ſeems to think, 
that Dioceſes are eſſential to Conſecration 
and to Biſhops (/). But Chriſt gave one 
and the ſame Commiſſion to all his Apo- 
ſtles, and according to our Form, and the 
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Y) Vindication, p. 19. Suppoling (Cornelius) no Bi- 
ſhop of that Place, to which he was conſecrated, he 
could be no Bithop at all. So far were they then from 
our late Fancy of a Biſhop of the Catholick Church, with- 
out a particular Diſtrict. Comp. Appendix to Caſe in 
Fat, p. 30. and the Biſhop of Bangor's Arguments con- 
der d, p. 18, 19, 21 | 


Forms 
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Forms of all Oh riſtian Churches (t), the 


| ſame: Commiſſion: is given to all Biſhops 


at Conſecration: whereas: if Qhrift-gave 


mand to exerciſe his Office in any one 


Dioceſe, the Commiſſion, and conſequent- 


ly the Conſecration of every Biſhop muſt 


be eſſentially different from that of all 
Tranſlation muſt be conſecrated again to 


receive Chriſt's. particular Commiſſion for 


his new. Dioceſe; becauſe at his firſt Con- 
ſecration he only received Chriſt's. parti» 
cular Commiſſion for the firſt Dioceſe: 


burt for the ſame Perſon to be conſecrated 


more than once, has always been eſteem- 
ed unlawful (). Then alſo a Biſhop could 

not he conſecrated without a  Dioceſe'; 
ſince Chriſt cannot command me to ex- 


erciſe my Office in my Dioceſe, when I 


have none. Now I have already obſery- 
ed, that the Apoſtles at firſt had no par- 
ticular Dioceſes. And Miſſionary Biſhops 


_ conſecrated to convert Infidel Nations, 


may be, and have often been, conſecra- 


ted to no particular Dioceſe. Presbyters 
alſo have often been ordained without 


— * 


— — 


t) Mr. Dodwe!!'s Appendix to Caſe in Fad, p. 42. 


The Power given to Biſhops by their Conſecration, is 


equal in all, as the Conſecration it ſelf is. Comp. p. 33. 
41. (a) Vid. 68 Canon Apoſtol. ER 
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| relation to any particular Cure of Souls; 
i and there is no Reaſon b 


there is ne ut a Biſhop may 
* as truly be Conſecrated without à par- 
| _ ticular Dioceſe, 'as a Presiyter Ordained 
| _ without a particular Cure. The Suffra- 
gans among our Nonjuring Nonconfor- | 
ll miſts 90 gos pretend to be Dioceſas, but 
|| ___ Catholick Biſhops 1 And therefore by © 
their Confeſſion, Men may be Biſhops | 
without particular Dioceſes. Wilfrid, af- 
ter he was ejected out of his Biſhoprick of 
Tork, fled to Suſſex, and converted the 
South-Saxons to Chriſtianity, and was by 
their King made the firft Biſhop of Seiſey, 
and enjoy d that Biſhoprick for ſome time 
(x). - Now his Conſecration to the See of 
Tork could not convey Chriſt's. particular 
Commiſſion for Selſey Dioceſe. And yet it 
it cannot be deny d, but that he was right- 
ful Biſhop thereof, nor doubted but that 
there may be and have been many pa- 
“%% 
La ſth, If Chriſt and not Men ſet par- 
ticular Biſhops over their ſeveral Diſtricts, 
aà Biſhop could no more Reſign his Dio- 
ceſe than he can his Orders. By Orders, 
a Man receives from Chriſt a Command 
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to execute a ſacred. Office upon lawful Oc- 
caſions, and he himſelf Covenants fo to 
execute it. Now as he cannot be abſolved 


from that Covenant, but only ” Chriſt, 
with whom he Covenanted : ſo neither 

can he be diſciiarged from that Command, 
but only by Chriſt, wiv impoſed it. This 


| is the Reaſon, that no Ciergyman can 
KReſign his Orders. For the fame Rea- 


ſon; if Chriſt Appointed and Commanded 
a Biſhop to execute the Epiſcopal Office in 
any certain Dioceſe, he could not Reſign 
it, and thereby be releaſed from this Com- 
mand. And yet our Adverſaries agree, 
that a Biſhop may Reſign his Diocefe up- 
on ſome Occaſions, and every Biſhop up- 


on a Tranſlation to a new Dioceſe, does 


in effect Reſign the former. 
And if the Appointment of a Biſhop to 
his Dioceſe be Human, the Removal of him 


from his Dioceſe cannot be contrary to 


Chriſt's Inſtitution, becauſe it only takes 
away what Human Inſtitution gave, viz. 


particular Relation to a certain Dioceſe. 
And this alſo farther appears from ſeveral 


Arguments brought to prove, that Chriſt 


did not inſtitute particular Diocefes. For 
if the Removal of a Biſhop from his Dio- 


ceſe were contrary to Chriſt's Inſtitution, a a 


Biſhop could no more part with his Dio- 
ceſe, than he can with his Orders or Bap- 
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tiſm. Yet we ſee this often done, and al- 


lowed to be done validly. The Reſignation 
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of a Biſhoprick or a Cure of Souls is a vo- 


luntary Deprivation. The Tranſlation al- 
ſo of a Biſhop from one Dioceſe to ano- 
ther, is a voluntary Deprivation of him, 
as to his firſt Dioceſe. The Removal al- 
ſo of a Presbyter from one Cure of Souls 


to another, is a Deprivation of him as to 


his firſt Cure. Now, if a Biſhop's thus De- 


Inſtitution, tho? it be ſometimes done for 


Private Ends: ſurely it cannot be contra- 
ry to Chriſt's Inſtitution, for the Prince to 
Deprive a Biſhop for the Publick Good. 
Nor, laſtly, is * contra- 
ry to any Precept of Scripture. For the 
Scripture has given no expreſs Precepts 
concerning Deprivation; nor does it any 
where imply, that Princes cannot right- 


fully Deprive, but rather the contrary. 


For according to Scripture, Princes have 


Authority to Command every Soul (57), 


Biſhops as well as others; and are bound 
to Endeavour, that their Subjects may live 
in Peace and Quiet, as well as Godlineſs and 
Honeſt) (z); and to Deprive Diſloyal Bi- 
ſhops is a fit Means to preſerve Peace and 
Quietneſs. And therefore the Argument 
ſo often brought to prove that our Presby- 
(3) Rom. 7 Il.) 1 Tim. 2. 2. 5 


ferians, 
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teriangnotwithſtanding their Scruples, ought 
to obſer ve the Ceremonies enjoin'd them by 


lawful Authority, may be urg'd with the 


X fame Force againſt thefe new Diſſenters. 


For they allo ought to make it as clear 


from Scripture, that for the Prince to 
command Difloyal Biſhops not to execute 


their Office in his Dominions, is unlawful ; 
as it is manifeſt from thence, that all Men 
ought to obey his lawful Commands, and 
that he-ought to uſe all prudent and law- 


ful Means ro promote the Good of his 


Subjects. = 
Thus I have ſhewn, that the Supreme 


Lay-Governour may rightfully Deprive 
Diſloyal Biſhops, becauſe he has Authori- 


ty to uſe all lawful Means to promote the 
Civil and Eccleſiaſtical Good of his People; 
and to deprive ſuch Biſhops is a lawful 
Means, being neither contrary to any Di- 
vine Inſtitution or Precept, nor hurtful to 
Church or State, but manifeſtly beneficial 
to both. ESI = HE 
And now, ſince our Adverſaries talk fo 
much of Authorities and Examples, I ſhall 
from thence alſo confirm, that the Prince 
has a Right to Deprive, and ſhall ſhew, 
that they have no more ground to boaſt of 
their Arguments drawn from thence, than 
from Reaſon. LS „ 
Anciently FThoſe, who were Kings, were 
. VC 
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High Prieſts too, to their reſpective Na-. 
tions (a). Noah, Abraham, and Job exe- 
cuted the Prieſtly Office themſelves : and 
if any one ſhall ſay, that theſe were not So- 
vereigns, but only Maſters of Families; it 
will follow more ſtrongly, that Princes 
then might execute ſacerdotal Functions, 
ſince Maſters of Families could do it. 
Melchizedek was Prieſt as well as King of 

Salem. And as to the Heathens, Tal tells 
us, that anciently their Kings were Prieſts 
too (b) : And in particular, it was abſolute- 
ly neceſſary for the Egyptian Kings to be 
Prieſts, as we learn from Plato (c). At that 
Time then no one, I believe, will deny, 
that Kings poſſeſs'd all ſorts of ſpiritual Au- 
thority, and might lawfully appoint and de- 
prive inferior Prieſts, as they ſaw moſt con- 
ducing to the Glory of God, and to the ſpi- 
ritual and temporal Good of their Subjects. 
When God after ward appointed Aaron 
and his Family to miniſter unto him in 
the Prieſt's Office (4), and the Levites to 
miniſter to Aaron (e); it muſt be con- 


a 


(a) This Frieſtly Office and Eccleſiaſtical Authority was 
yet join'd with the Office of Chief Fathers and Civil Go- 
vernours, Biſhop Overall's Convocation Book, Chap. 7. 22 

(b) De Divinatione, Omnino apud Veteres, qui rerum 
otiebantur, iidem Augrria tenebant. PE | | 
(c) In Politico. p. 550. Edit. Ficin. Francofurti. 

ia) Exodus 28.1. 5 | | 

(e) Numb. 3. 6, 9. 


| feſs'd 3 
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feſsd indeed, that God did thereby ſo far 
2X lefſen the Authority of the Fewsþ Civil 
& Governours, that they could not, as be- 
fore, be Prieſts themſelves, nor make whom 
they pleaſed Prieſts; but then thoſe Ci- 
vil Governours retained all ſpiritual Au- 
X thority, except what that Appointment 


took away. And accordingly we may 
obſerve, that the Jewiſh Kings exerciſed 


all forts of Eccleſiaſtical Authority, except 


that of executing ſpiritual Functions them- 
ſelves, and of appointing any to execute 


them, but the Deſcendants of Aaron and 
the Tribe of Levi. They commanded both = 


Prieſts and People to diſcharge their re- 


ſpective Religious Duties, and reprov'd 
and puniſh'd them for their Neglect; They 


reform'd Religion, when it was corrupted ; 


They appointed Faſts (f) and Thankſ- 


givings (g); They gave Orders about re- 
moving the Ark (4) ; about the Repairs 


and Treaſures of the Temple (i); about 
the Time and other Circumſtances of 
Temple-Service (4); they appointed the 


Courſes of the Prieſts (); made Treaſurers 


of Holy Things (n); choſe out Prieſts 


(f) 2 Chron. 20. 3. (g] Eſther 9. 20, Gc. (5) 2 Sam. 
6. 1, 2, 10, 12. 15.25,29. 2 Chron. 6.11.35.3. (i) 2 Chron, © 
245 4, Cc. 31. 11,13. (e) 2 Chron. 8. 15. 29. 21, 
24, 27, 30. 35. IO, 16. 30. 2, 5, 12, 20. (% 1 Chron. 
24: 3+ 2 Chrog. 8, 14. 31. 2. Neh. 13. 30, 31. lm) Nh. 
13. 13. | 1 DOE. | 5 
5 | D 3 . and 
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and Levites by Name to Teach in the Ci. 
ties of Judah, and to Judge in Jeruſalem (n) 
and appointed out of the Levites many i 
Judges and Officers, both for the Buſineſs 
of the Lord, and the Service of the King (o). 
And the more Godly any Prince was, the 
more he concern'd himſelf in Matters of 
Religion; and the more he concern'd him- | 
ſelf, the greater is the Commendation which 
the Scripture gives of him. And it is ob-, MF 
ſervable, that theſe pious Kings did all 
theſe Things, as Kings, and by Virtue of 
that Authority, which is lodg'd in all ſu- 
preme Civil Powers. For there is nothing | 
in Moſes's Law, which gave theſe Kings | 
this particular Authority. And which is 
full to our Purpoſe, theſe Kings Deprived 
Prieſts both for Civil and Eccleſiaſti. 
cal Crimes. Dr. Hickes tells us, that Br- 
ſhops in their ſeveral Churches, anſwer to 
the High-Prieſt of the Jews (p).. Now Solo- 
mon for Treaſon, a Civil Crime, thruſt out 
Abiathar from being High-Prieſt, and put 
 Raaok in his room (q). What is objected 
to this Example, ſhall be conſidered in my 
Anſwer to the Caſe of Schiſm. Nehemiah 
chaſed away the High Prieſt's Grandſon for 
having married a Stranger, which was an 
Offence againſt Eccleſiaſtical Laws (r); 


(n) 2 Chron. 17. 7, 8, 9. 19. S; tt. *79} r. Chron. 
23. 4, f, 6. 26 29---32. (p) Pag. 67, (4)1 Kings 
2. 26, 27, 35. (7) Neh, 13. 28. | - and 


A 
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ad prohibited ſome pretended Prieſts 7o 
eat of the moſt holy Things, becauſe they 
had not kept their Genealogy (); where - 
by he Deprived thoſe who claimed to be, 

and poſſibly were Prieſts. The Maceds- 

nians and Romans, when they became poſ- 
ſeſs'd of the ſupreme Civil Power over 
the Jews, Depriv'd High-Priefts, and put 
= others in their room; and this fo fre- 
= quently, that the Scripture ſays, Cajaphas 
was High-Prieſt that ſame Tear (t); as if 
the Office had been Annual. And indeed, 
the two immediate Predeceſſors of Cazaphas 


were each of them Depoſed, after having 


enjoy'd that Office but one Year. Now 
the Jews ſubmitted to theſe Deprivations, 


and received thoſe as true High-Prieſts 


Who ſucceeded the Deprived ones; tho 
the Jews were in thoſe Times very tenact- 


ous of their Laws and Religious Rights. 


5 fa rther, the High-Prieſts in the very | 


Time of our Saviour and his Apoſtles were 
ſuch, as had ſucceeded ſuch Deprived High- 


Prieſts ; and yet our Saviour and his Apo- 
files never ſaid the leaſt Thing to imply 


the Invalidity of thoſe Deprivations, or 


the want of juſt Title in the High- Prieſts 


in Poſſeſſion : but on the contrary, com- 


8 


R 
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| (/) Neh, 7. 65. | (t) John 11. 49. 18. 13. 
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5 municated with them in their Temple 
Worſhip, and thereby own'd their Au- 


thority according to our Adverſary's o.] 1 


Principles (2). And St, Paul, when he 
had ſpoken roughly to Ananias, declares, |} 


that he had been guilty of Inadvertency, 2 


and that he would not have ſpoken ſo, had 
he conſider'd, that Ananias was the Ruler of 
Goa's People (w). And God Himſelf ſeems 
plainly to have acknowledged Caiaphass 
Authority ; for- on Account of his being 
High-Prieſt, God inſpired him with that 
Prophecy, that Jeſus ſhould die for the Peo- 
ple (x). Now if, according to the Princi- 
ples of our Adverſaries, Theſe Deprivati- 
ons were Invalid, and conſequently the 
ſucceeding High-Prieſts Schiſmarical ; then 
our Saviour and his Apoſtles became Schiſ- 
maticks by communicating with them: 
then, at the Time of our Saviour's appear- 
ing and long before, the whole Jewifb 
Church was Schiſmatical, and conſequent- | 
ly out of Covenant with God; which it 
would be abſurd to imagine. = 
To proceed to the Times of Chriſtianity ; 
before Frinces became Chriſtians, whatever 
Authority they might have in Church Mat- 


* ” * : | | 


ls) Vid. Cafe of Schiſm, p. 5s. (u) Acts 23. 5. 
ora mo 
terz; 
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exerted it, or to find any Inſtance 
of their Depriving Biſhops, or doing 
any Act of Church. Government. But 
from the Time, that the Roman Emperors 


profeſs d Chriſtianity, they exerciſed much 


n ; the ſame Authority in Matters of Religion, 


which I have ſhewn to have belong d to 
the J7ewiſh Kings (4), and the Church paid a 
profound Submiſſion to this their Authority. 
Their Authority was ſo far indeed leſſen d 

by Chriſt, that they could not, as formerly, 


1 diſcharge ſacred Functions themſelves, nor 


appoint, whom they pleas'd, to diſcharge 
them, but only ſuch as were regularly 
Ordain'd ; nor did they pretend to it. Yet 
in all other Reſpects they exerciſed all the 
Branches of ſupreme Eccleſiaſtical Power 
viz, Power Legiſlative and Judicial, an 


the Power of Appointing Principal Eccle- | 


ſiaſtical Officers; or, to uſe the Expreſſions. 
of our Adverſaries, of appointing Eccle- 
ſiaſtical Sovereigns, vis. Biſhops. 
The Emperors ſummon'd Councils, pre- 
ſided in them, and confirmed their De- 
crees. They themſelves, without Councils, 
made Laws relating to Eccleſiaſtical Per. 
ſons and Cauſes, and exerciſed Juriſdiction 
(le) Soc. Hiſt. Eccl. Lib. 5. in Prozmio. &. x elstari- 
Lew ng ao (41 Baoings) T4 Tis Suu nemo au, 
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- over all the Clergy in all Cauſes, and E-. 
leted Biſhops and removed them from 
| their Sees. = | . g 1 
The Laws collected by Juſtinian, con» 
tain Directions about the Building and 
Fatronage of Churches, and about ſup- 
porting them and their Paſtors; about 
the Extent of Dioceſes ; about the Qua- 
lifications of Perſons to be ordain'd, and 
what the Biſhop is to do, if an u— 
. worthy Clerk be preſented to him; about 
the Time of ſammoning Synods, and that 
they ſhould regulate their Proceedings and 
determine Cauſes, according to Imperial 
Laws, as well as Eccleſiaſtical Canons. 
Emperors did ſometimes in Perſon try 
Ecclefiaſtical Cauſes and Perſons in the firft 
Inſtance: Sometimes they received Appeals 
from Synods, and heard them themſelves, 
or appointed other Perſons to hear them. 
Ihis is ſufficiently manifeſt from the ſingle 
Cauſe of the Dozatiſis, which laſted above 
an Hundred Years, and began from a 
Complaint which the Donatiſts made to 
Conſtantine againſt the Catholicks. Con- 
| ftantine thereupon commanded Melchiadas 
Biſhop of Rome, with a Council of French 
and Italian Biſhops, to try this Cauſe at 
Rome (b). The Donatiſts being condemn'd 


ö * 
E 


(5) Optati, Lib. 1. p. 43. Brevic. Collat. 3. di. cap. . $ 
c. 580, Baronius, Anno 313. 77 by 
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E. by this Council, appeałd to Conſtantine, 
rw I nl; thereupon . ſummon'd another and 
greater Council of Biſhops to rehear this 

\ Cauſe at Arles; in which Council he fate - 

| EZ himſelf, The Donatiſts being condemn'd 
by this Council alſo, appealed from. it a- 
X gain to Conſtantive; and he heard and de- 
3 | termined the Cauſe himſelf in Perſon (c). 
A Branch of this Cauſe was an Objection 
of the Donati/ts againſt Cacilianns, that he 
was not rightful: Biſhop of Carthage, be- 
& cauſe, as they pretended, Felix who or- 
dained Cæcilianus was a Traditor; i. e. one 
of thoſe, who, in time of Perſecution, had 
XZ deliver'd up his Bible to the Heathens. And 
Klianus the Proconſul did by Conſtantine's 
Command try this Point (a), and thereby 
determine the Rightfulneſs of both thoſe 
Biſhops, Felix and Cecilianus, At length 
the Catholicks petition'd the Emperor 
Honorius to appoint a Conference be- 
= tween them and the Donuatiſts; and Hoe 
norius comply'd with this Petition, com- 
manding the Donatiſts to attend at Car- 
thage and Marcellus a Layman to preſide 
as Judge (e); which Marcellus according- 
ly did, and in Concluſion gave a Defini- 
tive Sentence. And the Merits of the 


le) Aug. Epiſt. 68. Baroni us, Anno 316. p. 18 5, 186. 
(a) Optatus, Lib. I. p- 45. Baronius 314. 19. (e) Cui 
quidem Diſputationi principe loco te Judicem volumus re- 
* Collatio Cartbag. 1, di. Cap. 4. > 
2 Cauſe 
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Cauſe as to the Schiſm (if by Schiſm we 
underſtand with our Adverſaries a Separa- 


tion without relation to Doctrines) turnꝰd 
upon the prior Determinations of Lay- 


Judges, particularly upon that Sentence of 
Conſtantine upon the Appeal from the Coun- 


eil of Arles (F). Now, what greater Mark 
can there be of ſupreme Judicial Authority 8 
in Eccleſiaſtieal Matters, than that the Prince 


ſhould determine a Cauſe of fo great a 


Part of the Catholick Church, and this 
upon Appeals from both Parties; that he | 


ſhould appoint where and what parti- 


cular Biſhops ſhould try it in ſeveral Coun- || 


cils ; that he ſhould receive and try Appeals 
from thoſe Councils, and finally determine 
the Cauſe ? 5 
Emperors alſo did themſelves Elect Bi- 
ſhops, particularly many Biſhops of Rome, 
as well as in all other Countries: A thing 
ſo notorious, that it is needleſs to prove it. 


And, laſtly, they Deprived Biſhops, and 1 


that in all Countries; and the Church 
own'd the Authority of thoſe Biſhops, who 


| ſucceeded the Deprived ones; of which 
the Inſtances are too many to be all pro- 
duced: So I ſhall only ſelect a few of 


4 


them. | 


Conſtantine the firſt Chriſtian Emperor 


— — 


a 


(f} Vid. Brovic, Collat. 3. di. 


did 


FTF. 
CT 88 WAL wk T C7 
n n 5 
4 * 5 * p * 
CP 1 an rr 1 


4 


1 25 4 - E 8 4 
I $ « 2 * . 
Wee J : 2 e 
3 ö : # : , 
5M : 4 
= — 
_ 119088 : a , 
7 3 6 I F 3 & $ 
_ j 
1 N 0 ; LO # 1 
1 i 
3 WEE q ; x : * 
_ 08 - : } 
„ - 
> ICY > 
_— 


1 
SY 


1 we did not indeed Deprive any Biſhop - him- 
para- Wſelf; but it appears, that he thought 
rn'd. he had Authority ſo to do from his Letter 
Lay- to Athanaſius, wherein he threatens him, 
ce of that if he did not admit Arius to Com- 
dun- munion, he would preſently ſend one, who 
lack FF ſbould by his Command both Depoſe him, and 
rity remove him from the Places x. And Athanas 
ince IF ſas acquaints us, that he ſatisfied the Em- 
it a peror, that the Catholick Church could 
this have no Communion with an Antichriſtian 
the © Hereſy f; and not that the Emperor had 
Iti- threaten'd more, than he had Authority ro 
un- do. Athanaſius was after ward Deprived 
eals WF unjuſtly by the Synod of Tyre; but Con- 
ine fſtant ine appointed the Perſons, Time, 
= Place, and Buſineſs of that Council (g). 
Bi- And when he ſummon'd the Biſhops to 
me, meet there, he threaten'd, that if any of 
ing them ſhould diſobey his Summons, he would 
it. end one who ſhoald by his Royal Command 
nd EJECT bim; to teach him, that it was 
ch not convenient to oppoſe the Emperor's De- 
ho terminations relating to Religion + : which 
O- * be : Apolog. ad Conſt. p. 778. ame La 
of Tina T x H Ho oe et TH (als KEASUTEWS iy 7 TOAWV 
| W 7 Ibid. : * 
(g) Socrates, L. I. c. 28, 32. Euſ. Vita Conſt. L. 4. c. 41. 
or + Euſeb. Vita Conſt. L. 4. C. 42. Ee bes mf nov 
Wel 2 mecunnat]ar, 3s & Bacinns meu yl & αν]/ννο nCa- 


Av, ds & aeyone olg u UH YS. Wap Ths dei 
Ltẽere y befor Vieira, q ud ei hes. 
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not only ſhews, that he claim'd a ſupreme i 
Power in Eccleſiaſtical Matters; but is 
another Proof, that he judg'd, that he had 
in particular an Authority to Deprive. For 
befides that, the Word Eject is commonly 
uſed for Deprive; the other Terms, where- 

in the Threatning is expreſſed, are ſo near 
the ſame with thoſe written to Athanaſius, 
that there is no reaſon to queſtion, but that 
Conſtantine meant the ſame Puniſhment in 

both Caſes. Athanaſius appealed from their 
Sentence to Conſtantine : and Conſtantine 
received his Appeal, and commanded them 
to come immediately to his Court to defend 
their Proceedings before him (); and they | 
did not in the leaſt oppoſe his receiving that 
Appeal. Now what ſtronger Proofs can 
there be, that a Prince has Authority to 
exerciſe any Species of Judicature, than 
his appointing the Perſons who ſhall com- 
poſe the Court, the Time when, and Place 
where it ſhall be held, the Cauſes it ſhall 
determine, and after all, receiving Appeals 
TT 8 „ 
About the Year 482, the Emperor en, 
only by his own Authority (0), Depriv'd 


(b) Socrat. L. 1. cap. 34. % wales dcr Thy c- 
Jer 2% iv Tvew Yyeroerr dvemhinacale dvoraghtrus 
eig 76 Cee]omedoy Tis nnr nis cue ei as ire On7s Tols e- 
7e &Uſeis muell E o T3 Ths dh, Kei, barer. 
4 d¹,j ag, in du Snhady --and below, sh xb 
Saile N T4 e. (i) Evag. Lib. 3. Cap. 12. ol 
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Juin Talaias the Orthodox Patriarch of 
Altxandria; for real or pretended Perju- 


ry (90, and put in his Place Peter Mong us, 


X who had indeed formerly been a Here- 
tick (), but then profeſs d the Catholick 
Faith (n). Talaias, after he was Depriv'd, 
ſtill kept up his Claim (): And yet Mon- 
X z2ns was acknowledg'd, as true Biſhop of 4. 
X /exandria, by all who did not think him to 


be a Heretick, particularly by moſt of the 


X Eaſtern Biſhops (o); and thoſe who dif- 
XZ owned him, gave no other Reaſon for it, 
but that they judg'd him to be a Heretick 
O. And Simplicius himſelf, then Biſhop 
of Rome, being acquainted with the Em- 

peror's Deſign to Deprive Talaias, ſeem'd 
to acquieſce in it, till he found that Aſongas, 
whom he eſteemed a Heretick, was likely 
to ſucceed (). And the ſame Simplicins 
1 e one! e 


— 


(k) Ibid. Cap. 12, 15. () Simplicii, Ep. 12. The 
Epiſtle of Acacius, which in Binius's Councils follows 
the 8th of Simplicius. Liberati Breviarium, Cap. 16. 
(m) Ibid. Cap. 17. (n) Evag. L. 3. c. 15. (0) For 
Inſtance, by Martyrias of Jeruſalem, Acacius, Fravitas 
and Euphemius, ſucceſſively Patriarchs of Conſtantinople : 
For Euphemins received Peter's Synodical Epiſtles, and 
when he perceived that Peter had therein condemn'd 
| the Council of Chalcedon, he broke off Communion with 
him, which implies, that he acknowledg'd him before, 

Evag. L.3. Cap. 16, 23. (p) Calendion of Antioch, Evag. 
L.z. c. 16. Simplicius in verbis infra adducendis. (g) Ep. 17. 
Cum ecce mihi tranquilliſſimi Principis ſeripta ſunt reddita, 
quibus memoratum tanquam perjuru reum, quod Fraterni- 
| | | tati 


\ 
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at another Time, writing to Acacias Pa- 
triarch of Conſtantinople, deſires him to in- 
tercede with the Emperor, that the Hereti- 

cal Biſhops might be expolled, and the Ejected 


Orthodox Biſhops might be reſtored, or nem 
Ort bodo Biſhops might be created (r). He 


ſeems indifferent whether the Biſhops were 
the old ones or the new ones ; provided 


o 


they were Orthodox. 


About the middle of the next Century, 
the Emperor Jaſtin the younger, by his 

Vas | 
Patriarch of 4ztioch, on Pretence of a Civil 


ſole Authority (), Deprived Ana 


Crime, but probably out of private Ma- 
| lice (e); and Gregory was made Biſhop in his 
room, and continued ſo for Twenty three 
Years; and then upon his Death, Anuaſta- 


ſius was reſtored again (2). It no where 
appears, that * alin reſignd; on the 


contrary, Gregory the Great continued to 
ſtile him Biſhop of Antioch (w), and made 


tati quoque tnæ non efle diceretur incognitum, ſacerdotio 


perhiberet indignum ; Illico retraxi pedem, & meam re- 


vocavi ſuper ejus confirmatione ſententiam. Sed illud me 


non mediocriter fecit attonitum, r iiſdem literis ſuis, 
Petrum qui Hæ reticeorum Socius dudum extitiſſe probetur 
& princeps---quemque etiam dubium non fir adhuc extra 


Communionem durare Catholicam . ad præfatæ Eccleſiæ 


regimen exiſtimet provehendum. (v] Quatenus his ſub- 
moris Antiſtites Catholici deeeptis vel reddantur Eccleſiis 
vel creentur, quoted in Dr. Hody's Caſe of Sees, &c. p. 
66. /) Evag.Lib.s. cap.s. Greg. M. Epiſt. Lib. «. 
Ep. 25. (i) Evag. Ibid. (2) Idem, Lib, 6, cap. 24. 
(w) Lib. 1. Ep. 7, 24. 7 
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_ earneſt Application to the Emperor, that 
he would, f not reſtore him to his See, at 

leaſt ſuffer him tu ret ain his Hondur, (here 
by, I fuppoſe; he meant the Title and En- 


1gns of à Patriarch) and permit him to retire 


to Rome, and there execute his Office. (x); 


which ſeems plainly to imply, that Ana- 

ſtaſius kept up his Claim; and manifeſtly 
proves, that he made no Separation. Fer 
if he had, Gregory the Great would not have 
communicated wich him and his Succeſſor 
too. But tho he was Deprived only by 
the. Lay-Power, and probably upon falſe 


| Pretences ; and tho? he never reſigned, yet 


his Succeſſor was owned by the whole 
Church. It appears, that be was owned 


by the Eaſtern: Biſhops; becauſe he was 


for a pretended Crime try d and acquitted 


as Patriarch of Antioch, in a Synod at Con-. 


ſtantiuopie, where all the Eaſtern Patriarchs 


were preſent in their on Perſons or by 


their Legates ()). And it is alſo plain, 
that even Gregory the Great communicated 


2 . . - | > . — + : I 
ORE FI 8 


| (x) Ibid. Ep. 17. Indico ſuggeſtionem me apud pliſſimos 
Dominos fummis precibus plenam feciſſe, ut virum bez- 
tiſſimum Dominum Anaſtaſium Patriarcham, conceſſo 
ufu pallii, ad B. Petri Apoſtolorum Principis Limina 
mecum celebraturum ſolennia Miſſarum tranſmittere de- 


buiſſer; quarenus fi ei ad ſedem ſuam minime reverti lice- 
ret, ſakem mecum in honore {uo viveret. Idem, Ep. 7. 


_ Ejuſdem Libri. ) Evag. L. 6. Cap. 7. 5 
Onan PE Ton with 
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with him, from his ſending him a Syno- 


dical Epiſtle. Indeed he directs the fame 


Epiſtle to Anaſtaſtus; but then he not on- 
ly directs it alſo to his Succeſſor Gregory, 


but ranks Gregory, (as it was uſual to rank 


the Patriarch of Autioch) above the Patriarch 
of Feruſalem, and ranks Anaſtaſius below 


them both (z); a plain Token, that he 
look d upon FAY only as a Titular 
Patriarch. Ls -batol 


About the Year 650, Conſtans Deprived 


St. Martin, Biſhop of Rome for pretended 
Treaſon and other Crimes (a), tho? in all 
Probability the real Cauſe was the Oppoſiti- 
on which St. Martin had made to the Hereſy 
of the Monothelites. There is no Appearance, 
that St. Martin ever gave up his Right; 


but on the contrary, taking Notice in a 


Letter of his, that the Emperor had order- 
ed the Presbyters and Deacons to ehuſe a 


new Biſhop, he expreſſes his Hopes, that 


they would not yet do it, becauſe it was not ne- 


ceſſary; fince his Arch-Deacon, &c. might re. 
preſent bim in his Abſence (b). It is obſerva» 
= of ble, 


th. — i. At. —— 


1 „ — ** : — a 22 


| z)Lib.1. Ep. 24. Tbe Inſeription is this; Gregorius Jo- 


anni Epiſcopo Conſt antinopolitano, Eulogio Alexandrino, 
Gregorio Antiocheno, Joanni Hieroſolymitano, & Ana- 
ſtaſio Patriarchæ Antiocheno a paribus. (a) V. Mar- 
tim, Ep i/folam 14. (6) Ep. 15. Juſſio a Calliopa por- 
recta eſt Presbyteris & Diaconis, in qua humilitatis meæ 

| | | abjectio 


"Dn. { 


5 > was choſen in his Place, and owne 
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ble, that he does not ſay, becauſe by elect- 
ing his Succeſſor in his Life-time, they. 


would be guilty of Schiſm ; a [Reaſon he 


would certainly have mention'd in the firſt 
Place, if he had thought ſuch an EleQi-. 
on would have been Schiſmatical. But 
notwithſtanding St. Martins Wiſhes, Eu- 


by the Church of Rome as their true Biſhop, 
and is to this Day honoured as a Saint (c). 
A Saint is Deprived, and a Saint ſucceeds. 


And St. Martin himſelf, when he was in- 
formed that they had choſen him a Succeſ- 


for, neither cenſures them for chuſing, nor 
him for accepting, but prays for the Peo- 
ple of Rome, and eſpecially for the Paſtor, who 


he heard preſided over them, that God would 


confirm and eftabliſh them in the Ortho- 


_ dox Faith (4). 


Baronius (e) owns St. Martin's Expulſi- 
on, and that Exgenius was put in his Place, 


1 Won * * 0 8 * 


— 3 ꝶ6Ä— 


abjectio continebatur, quod irregulariter & ſine lege * 


piſcopatum ſurripuiſſem, & non eſſem in Apoſtolica ſede 


dignus inſtitui, ſed omnimodis in hanc regiam urbem (Con- 
ſtantinopolim) tranſmitti, Subrogato in loco meo Epiſcopo, 
quod necdum aliguando fadtum eſt, & ſpere quod wecdum 
aliguando fieri habet, quia in Abſentia ſe, eee 
diaconus & Archipresbyter & Primicerius locum præſen- 
tant Pontificis. (c) V. Martyrolog. Roman. Jun. 2. 
(4) Ep. 17. Deus ſtabiliat Corda eorum (qui ſunt ſan- 
ctiſſimæ Apoſtoli Petri Ecclefiz) in orthodoxa fide----& 
immutabiles cuſtodiat, præcipue Paſtorem, qui eis nunc 
præeſſe monſtrarur. (e) Anno 652. 8, 10, 11 


„ and 
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and that it greatly grieved St. Martin to 
have a Succeſſor in his Life · time; and yet 
he would perſuade us, that e was 


to be only St. Martin's Vicar, | 
Martin's Life. But then Baronius, and after 
him Binius, aſſert this without any Antho- 


rity to ſupport it; and beſides, how could 


Eugenius be St. Martin's Vicar, when St. 
Martin had never conſented to his Ele- 


Aion, and when he was elected, was, if 
we may believe Barouius, grieved at it? 
If any deſire a fuller Account of the a- 


bovementioned Inſtances, or more Inſtan- 
ces of the ſame Nature, I refer them to 


uncanonical Deprivation, _ 
Having proved, that Chriſtian Princes 


have exerciſed the Authority of Depriv- 
ing, and that the Church has acknowledg'd 
the Succeſſors of the Biſhops Deprived by 
them : I proceed to obſerve, that ſhe has 


alſo ſubmitred to the Succeſſors of Biſhops 


Deprived by Infidel Princes. The Greek 


Patriarchs are frequently Depoſed by the 
Mahometan Princes. Dr. Smith acquaints 
us (Y), that at Conſtant inople they general - 


— . a. 


— by 


— ) De bccleſie Grace ſtatu hodierno. De novo Pa- 
triarcha ſubſtituendo quoliber fere triennnio aut citius 


ty 


conſulitur. 


uring St. 


Dr. Hoay's Caſe of Sees, vacant by unjuſt or | 


about the Year 1670, there were, beſides 


the Patriarch in Poſſeſſion, three or four 


Deprived Patriarchs of Canſtantinople living 
at the ſame Time. Now, tbo the De- 
ſed Patriarchs commonly endeavour to 
reſtored; yet the Greet Chriſtians do 
not diſown the Authority of the Patriarch in 
Poſſeſſion. So that if the Succeſſors of Biſhops 


Depri ved by the Lay-Power be wrongful; 
then the Conſtantinopolitan Patriarchs in Poſ- 
ſeſſion are wrongful/ too, and that Part of 
the Greek Church, which is ſubject to the 
 Tarks, has for a long time been Schiſmati- 
cal, by acknowledging and  communicat- 


with ſuch wrongful Patriarchs. But 
if the Greek Church be not Schiſmarical, 
nor her Patriarchs wrongful; then the 
Succeſſors of Biſhops Deprived by the 


Lay. Power, are Rightful Biſhops. __ + 
Mir. Dodwel ſaw plainly, that to aſſert 
the Wrongfulneſs of the Succeſfors of 
thoſe Deprived Patriarchs, and of the De- 


prived High - Prieſts abovementioned, was 
to charge with Schiſm the preſent Greet 


Church, and the Jewiſh Church in our 
Saviour's Time: And therefore, rather 
than be guilty of ſo great an Abſurdity, 
he choſe to allow the Rightfulneſs of 


thoſe Succeſſors. Yet he will not own 


E 3 = that 


s 


— 2, 


iy conſult about having a new Patriarch 
every three Years, or oftner; and that 
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that they were Rightful, becauſe. the Tarks 
have, and the Romans had, a Power to 
—— as Civil Governours; that were 
to have given up his Cauſe : but he en- 
dleavours to account for their Right, firſt 
Negatively. Mo Perſon living had a better 
Tithe, as to the Deſignation of his Perſon, 
than the Pleaſare of the Civil Mag iſtrate (g). 
+ Anſw. This is true, and what we con- 
tend for. But fir/t, as to the High-Prieſts 
in our REY Time, there muſt have 

been ſome Man living who was then the 
firſt of Aaron's Family; and who he was 
might in probability have been eaſily found 
out, becauſe they were ſo accurate in keep: 
ing their Genealogies. And therefore in 
the Account of our Adverſaries, who af. 
firm, that the High-Priefthood of Right 
belong'd to the firſt of Aarons Family (Y, 
his Right muſt have been prior to the o- 
ther; and yet that prior Right is here 
own*d by themſelves to have been extin- 
guiſned by the Magiſtrates. Interpoſition. 
| Next; if, as Mr, Dodwel owns, the poſſeſ. 
_ ſing High-Prieſts and Patriarchs had a good 
Title; ſo had their Predeceſſors, till they 
were Deprived by the Civil Magiſtrate ; 


(gs) 9 of Vindication, p. 60, 61. % Mr, Dod- 
v 7755 . Caſe of Schiſm, p. 21. Enquiry into the Bi- 
bop of Bangor's Preſervat, p. 99. FN] 

any EE and 


* 


and conſequently, they loft their Right by 


2. Mr. Dadwel, to account poſitively for 
the Right of the poſſeſſing High. Prieſts 
and Patriarchs, tells us, that Preſcription 
had antiquated the old Way of Succeſſion, 


and made rightful the Way of ſucceeding 


upon the Nomination. of the Civil Go- 
vernour : and that Preſcription had alſo 
chang'd the Tenure of thoſe ſacred Ot- 
fices which was before for Life, into a 
2 during the Pleaſure of the Civil 
oven © i | 


\ Upon this I obſerve, 1. That there can 
be no Preſcription againſt a Divine Right : 
And therefore Mr. Dodwe/'s Argument, as 
well as his Words imply, that the Succefſ- 


ſion and Tenure of ſacred Offices is of 
Human Right, and conſequently ſubje& 
to bealter'd by the Civil Power. 2. Accord- 
ing to Mr, DoawePs Reaſoning, our Civil 
Governours have an Authority to Nomi- 


nate and Deprive Biſhops ; for they have a 


Preſcription for it ever ſince the Reforma- 


tion. 3. It is as Reaſonable to grant, that 


Princes have Authority to Deprive Ori- 


ginally and as Princes, as that they may 
have Authority to Deprive by Preſcripti- 


on. For there are the ſame Objections a- 
gainſt the latter, which our Adverſaries 
make againſt the former. For Inſtance, 
N E 4 3 
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that to allow the Turk, and Romans this 
Authority, would be to give Heathensand 
Infidels a Power to Deſtroy the Church; 
and that for Inferior Prieſts to Conſecrate 
the Succeſſor of a Deprived High Prieft 


without his Conſent; would be tor ſpiri- | 


ritual Subjects to viſe ! in Rebellion againſt 
their ſpiritual Ford.” | 
But Mr. Dodmel attempts to — that 
this is not ſo Reaſonable, becauſe thoſe High- 
Prieſts then had not, and the Canſtanti. 
wopolitan Patriarchs now) have not, Their 
Power given them for Life at the time it 
is given them, but during the Pleaſure of the 
 Jnfidel' Magiſtrate, But this can by no Means 
be applied _ the Caſe of the Deprived Note 
juring Biſhops. ; They at their Canſecration, 
had 4 Power given and intended for Life, 
which was not taken from them by the Power 
which gave it them, © 
Anſw, Theſe Words imply, that the 
Power given to thoſe High-Priefts and 
Patriarchs at their Conſecration, was at 
their Deprivation taken from them, by 
the Power which gave it them, i. e. b 
the Infidel Magiſtrate, and conſequently 
that the Infidel Magiſtrate gave them their 
Power at their Conſecration: Whereby 
Mr. Dodwel muſt mean, either that the 
Infidel Magiſtrate gave them their ſpiri- 


* tua! Charter; ; en Abſurdity which he 


could 
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could never deſign; or elſe that the Ma- 
| giſtrate only gave them a Title to their 
| Dioceſe or High-Priefthood ; and then he 


confeſſes what we contend for. Beſides, 
it does not appear, that there was' any 


Difference between the Conſecrations of 
the High Prieſts before the Times of the 
| Macedonians and Romans, and thoſe iter; 

and it is certain, and own'd by Mr. Dod- 


wel in another Place (), that there is no eſ- 
ſential Difference between the Conſecrati- 


ons of the Conſtantinopolit an and Engliſh Bi. 
ſhops; but that both are equally conſecrat- 


ed for Life. Laſh, The High-Prieſts in 


the Time of the Romans knew no doubt, 
that they were liable to be Depoſed by 


thoſe Civil Governours; yet it does not 
appear, that they ever expreſly owned, that 


thoſe Governours had Authority to De- 


poſe ; Whereas all our Biſhops ſince the 
Reformation both know, that they are 
ſubje& to be Deprived by the Civil Pow- 


er, and alſo expreſly acknowledge its Su- 


premacy ; one Branch whereof I have ob- 


ſerved to be the Power of putting in 
Execution Depriving Civil Laws. Nay, 
our Biſhops own. the Supremacy more ful- 


ly than the reſt of the Clergy do. For in 


their Oath of Homage, they not only De- 


* 


| (i) Appendix to Caſe in Fad, p. 42, 


clare, 
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clare, That the King is the only ſupreme Go» 
vernour of this Realm, as well in Spiritual 
or Eccleſiaſtical Things or Cauſes, as Temporal ; 
and promiſe to their Power to aſſiſt and defend 
all Juriſdiſtions and Authorities granted and 
belonging to the Ning, or united or annexed 
0 the Crown : but alſo they farther Confeſs 
to HAVE aud to Ho their (reſpective) 
Biſboprichs, and the Poſſeſſions of the ſame 
ENTIRELY, 4s well the 8 YIXITUAT- 
TIES 4s the Temporalties thereof, only of the 
King's Majeſty (. Now to HAVE and 
to f O L D the Spiritualties of their Biſhop- 
ricks Entirely of the King alone, cannot 
mean leſs, than that they hold them by 
. derived from him. 
t appears then, that the Church has 
owned the Succeſſors of Biſhops Depri- 
ved by Infidel, as well as of thoſe Deprived 
by Chriſtian Princes. Nay farther, - ſhe 


ws > bond tas 


) 
» 
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e) Mr. Earbery in his Old Engliſh. Conffitution Vin- 
dicated, p. 86. tells us, That in all the Oaths of Homage 
which be has read, the Temporalities are expreſly men- 
tioned, without the Spiritualities. I will in Charity ſup 
poſe, that he never ſaw any Biſhop's Oath of Homage 
ſince the Reformation. But then, to uſe his own Ex- 
preſſion, I cannot but be aſtoniſh'd, that he who calls 
bimſelf a Presbyter of the Church of England, ſhould 
charge others with Manifeſt Falſhood for aſſerting that 
Spiritualities are mentioned in the ſaid Oath. For that 
is really a Manifeſt Truth; as he may be fully ſatisfied, 

if he apply to the Signet or Secretary's Office, 


has 


* 


| has received the Succeſſors of Biſhops De- 


thodoxy, when thoſe Succeſſors have hap- 
| pen'd to be Orthodox themſelyess. 
The firſt Inſtance I ſhall hring is that of 


- 
4 * 


dhe Examples produced by. Dr, Hog in his 


| Caſe of Stets vacant, &c. this is, as far as 1 
can learn, the only one, which our Adver- 
aries have offer d to anſwer ; nay, they 
| have not only pretended. to anſwer it, but 
Y have repreſented it as the ſtrongeſt In- 

ſtance which they can alledge in their Fa- 
vour (); and therefore I muſt conſider 
In the Year 355 (, the Emperor Con. 
ſtantius, by his own Authority alone, De- 
prived Liberius, and ſent him into Baniſh- 
ment for his Orthodoxy, and becauſe he 
would not approve of the. Condemnation 


Felix the Second, Biſhop of Rome: Of all 


of Athanaſius (n). Liberias was ſo ardent- 


ly beloved by the People of Rome, that he 
could not be carried away from thence 
but with much . Difficulty, and at Mid- 


(1) Further Account of the Batoccian MS. p. 7. Hiſto- 
rical Collections during the Reigns of Colin and 

Conſtantius, p. 173 Unity of Prieſthood, p. 60. (m] Ar- 
bitione & Lolliano Cofl. Sulp. Sever. Sac. Hiſt, L. 2. 


c. 56, li) This is agreed by our Adyerſaries, 


60 amr 200 


ni oht (o). very Day of his Baviſh: 
oe? all iT Glee of Rome, and parti- 
cularly Felix the AA eee, and Dawgs 
ſ#s the Deacon, did, in the Preſence of 
the People, oblige themſelves by Oath not 

to accept any other Biſhop, as long as Li- 
berins lived: And Damaſus was ſo zealous 
for Liberius, as to accompany him part of 
his Way into Baniſhment (p). 
After ward Canſtantius forced three Bi- 
pe to conſtitute the abovementioned Fe- 
tix Biſhop of Rome, inſtead of Liberius (0, 
and, as ſome ſay, forced Felix to hates 
to it 00. And this was done in the Palace 
and in the Preſence of the Emperor's Eu- 
nuchs, and not, as uſually, in the hurch, 
and the Preſence of the People (). 

This Felix had communicated wit the 

 Arians, but always adhered to the Catho- 


_ Faith GO), and was undoubtedly Ca- 
tdtdolick 


— 7 IT" — * eee, 
| (0) e Marcel. L. 15. Liberius ægre populi 

tu, qui ejus amore flagrabat, cum magna difficultate nodtis | 
medio potuit aſportari. {p) Marcell. & Fauſtinus in 
Pre fat. ad Libellum Precum. Adde Hieronymum in 
Chronico ad ennum 350. (9) Athanaſ. Epiſt. ad Solit. ; 

867. vr, Tees tano dend uad , A 33 dv Tis 
movie ror” Kalacioas dive 6Honomo oy TH - 
Tie pine (r] Socras. L. 2. c. 37. Eat 5 64 Adyorhes, 
371 U megot9s]o (21AnG) Th "Atcavidogy, Big ) x) 4- 
vd xexercolovn #Z (/) Athanaſ. ibid. ls) Sozom. : 


i. pine ouhgeora gant Pires vr Thy wig 
| rei 


communicated with the Ariens (x). And 
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tholick at the Time of Liberias's Banifh- 

ment (), and he did not communicate 
with the Ariaus after his Conſecration (w). 
Felix was diſown'd by the People of 


| Rome, becauſe they ſuſpected him to be 


an Arian, and knew that he had formerly 


Me 


G 5 — = "5 


. 


ertyxasi|ov. Theod. L. 2. c. 17. giang TW & rnd gav: v 
rixaig sm 40vacy drequraTle Tois 5 * quapbei nua Tue 
Toy ddtds C. Ruffini Eccl. Hiff. L. 1. c. 22. Inque 
(Liberii) locum Felix Diaconus ſuus ab Hzreticis ſubro- 
atur, & non tam Sectæ diverſitate, quam Communionis 
Ordinationis Convenientia maculatur. And tho' So- 
crates calls Felix an Arian, yet he owns that others ſaid 
the contrary. V. ſupra. () For he was one of thoſe 


who ſwore to adhere to Liberius, and beſides he was 
his Archdeacon; which Liberius would not then have 


ſuffered him to have been, if he had at the ſame time 
communicated: with the Arians. And farther, the Pres- 
byters Marre/linus and Fauſtinus never object to Damaſus, 


that he had adhercd to a Biſhop polluted with Arian Com- 


munion, which they would undoubtedly have objected, if 
Felix had then been guilty of that Crime ; becauſe they 
manifeſtly ſay all the 11! they can of Damaſus and Felix 
(w) Sozomen, ibid. u, wovey Byxdancian, or! * c 
Nei or ia, Y Nh i,,ỹ,Ztxe pod iF ardlgav ii hic 

neceſſarily im̃plies, that he did not communicate with 
the Arians after his Couſecration; becauſe if he had, his 


communicating with them before would not have been 


his only Crime. (x) Athanaſ. Ep. ad Solit. p. 861. 


'O1  Aadt ,s ei dd let THY aparouiay q aiysinav, 976 

TuysX@yncev 4'v]ois His TLs.c MtAndias e, SANG ax” 

fav am dvr av. Theodorit. ſupra. Tols 3 9 
Jie peiguo (ThIVv cnledeigav oy vr aig) Aeg avaver 

robe uivlor Y brxuv)ov Tv eopr sis bux]newr cionavier = 
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indeed it is no Wonder that he ſhould 
paſs for an Arias, who had communicat - 
ed with the Arians, and had been by them 
put into the Place of one expelPd for Or- 
thodoxy. But he was immediately receiv- 
cd by the Clergy of Rome (5), particular- 
by by Damaſus, who had- been fo zealous 


— # 
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— 


ſam. Valefius. For this Reaſon. Hiſtorical Collections, 
p. 164. ( Hieron. in Chronico ad annum; 50. Liberio 
in exilium ob fidem truſo omnes Clerici juraverunt, ut 
nullum alium ſaſciperent. Verum quem Felix ab Arianis 
fuiſſer in Sacerdotium ſubſtiturus, plurimi pejeraverunt, & 
poſt annum cum Felice ejecti ſunt, quia Liberius tædio victus 
exilii & in hæretica pravitate ſubſcribens Romam quaſi 
Victor intraverat. This proves, that the Clergy acknow- 
ledged Felix, ſo ſoon as he was conſtituted Biſhop, and 
at leaſt a Year before Liberius's Return. Mar. & Fau- 
 ftinus. Clerus ---- Felicem Archidiaconum Ordinatum in 
locum Liberii ſuſceperunt. Sozomen. L. 4. c. 15. yegguet 
Tt S ννννννν0 ανονανο]ν ee)] or & Gigi bHoxowo ei- 
 amu Ty ere 1b Ths poudiuy crancias, x; To) w- 
Ot rang, dre 5 & amonny etilegmway Segver x) noms” 
Legscdet wel „Cotes, une i Ts opgdIras Ti o 
dviees. Jus TI ei xeElriarn x; ri MCtets vd 
Hie Gre 28 Th are Kane g d'iyally F AMCtewr, th Ar- 
pes ap 7s Seyudl& deb mm Baring ware 6 
7 ßhiE J, os Y berge evaxivntiver caow u; 
prixes Peru x- The Synods writing to the 
Roman 3 to receive Liberius implies, that they did 
not receive him, but at that Time acknowledg'd Felix. 
Their writing to the ſame Clergy to forgive the Miſchiefs 
which had happen'd in the ed rions Tumults of the Ro- 
man People, does allo argue, that the Clergy adhered to 
Felix. For they only can forgive an Offence, againſt _ 
whom it is committed: And it is manifeſt, that thoſe Tu- 
mules were raiſed in behalf of Liberius, and in oppo- 
fition to Felix and his Adberents. | | . 
for 
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for Liberius (2), and who was afterward 


Bifhop of Rome himſelf, and fo celebrated 
for his Piety and Orthodoxy, as to be e- 
ſteemed a Saint; and our Adverſaries con- 
feſs, that he was 4 good Pope, and deſerved 
well of the Church of God in the Auminiſtra. 
tion of his Function (a). And we have no 
reaſon to doubt, but that Felix was own d 
by the gs of his Province, becauſe 
tho' ſeveral of his Enemies write very par- 
ticularly, that the Roman Laity refuſed to 
acknowledge him, yet not one of them 
takes Notice that he was diſown'd by the 
Neighbouring Biſhops. Felix has alſo been 
all along acknowledg'd by the whole 
Weftern Church, as one of the true Bi- 
ſhops of Rome, and a Saint, in her moſt 
ancient Catalogues and Martyrologies (b). 
Yet Libertas never gave up his Claim (c); 
and indeed he was ſo far from it, that he 


21 


(z) Vid. Marcellinum & Fauſtinum. (a) Hiſtoric. 
Collections, p. 174. (65) For Inſtance, in the Antient 
Pontifical, publiſh'd about the Year 530, noted by Dr. 


Hody, in bis Caſe of Sees vacant, &c. p. 52. Gregory 


the Great, who flouriſh'd in 590, in Libro Sacramento- 
rum de Circuli Anni. the Genuine Martyrology of Bede, 
who flouriſh'd in 701. publiſh'd by Bolland. and Pape- 
broch; Tom. 2. Menſis Mart. the Roman Martyrology, 
publiſhed by Baroniuvs, and many others. His Saints- 


day is the 29th of July. (c) This our Adverſaries not 
only grant, but contend for, Vid. Hiſtorical Collections, 


p. 155, &'c. | 
2 Pro- 
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ocured his. Reſtoration by very undue 
eans, after he had been baniſhed ſome- 


4 - 


What above two Years. The People of 


Rome had ſuch an Affection for him, that 


on Account of his Baniſhment and the 


Conſecration of Felix, they had raiſed great 


Seditions, and committed Murders in them 


(a); and their Wives, upon Confantinss 
coming to Rome, earneſtly petition d him 


to reſtore their old Biſhop (e), which he 


promiſed to do, if Liberias would agree 
with his Arian Biſhops ( J). And Libe- 


, e 2 8 MP. +. bo „ . " bs 


(a) Vid. Sozomen. Supra. Sulpic. Sac. Hit. L.. 4. 


cap. 56. Liberius paulo poſt urbi redditur ob ſediri- 


rins 
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rias being weary of his Exile, ſubmit- 
ted to theſe baſe Terms, and commu- 
nicated with the Arias, and ſubſcribed. 
the Condemnation of Athanaſius, and the 
Creed of the Council of Sirmium (g). And 
then the Emperor and that Council com- 
manded, that Liberius ſhould be reſtored, 
and that he and Felix ſhould be joint Bi- 
ſbops of N . 

Liberias return'd to Rome, and the Peo- 
ple joyfully weat out to meet him, and he 
enter d the City like a Conqueror; and 
thereupon the Clergy and Felix were riot - 
ouſly driven out of Rome by the Peo- 
ple (i). The Clergy adhered to Felix while 


he 


„ 


g) Hieron. ſupra in Chronicos. Liberius tædio victus 
exilii & in Hæretica pravitate ſubſcribens. Idem in For- 
tunatiano Scriptore Ecclefiaſtico. Liberium Romanæ ur- 
bis Epiſcopum pro fide in exilium pergentem primus ſoli- 

citavit ac fregit, & ad Subſcriptionem hæreſeos compulit. 
Philoſtorg. L. 4. c. 3. Ty π ep νν quot, Y N- 
cee lo 1aTd Ty opporcis j & Y x7 Y 3% abavacis .- 
«alas. Liberius's Partiſans, „ and Fauſtinus, above 
quoted. Hoc autem de Conſenſu (Liberii) quo manus Per- 
fidiæ dederat indicabat. Sozomenus, Hilarius, Athanaſius, 
& Teſtis omni exceptione major ipſe Liberius. Vid. 
infra Pag. 75--77. () Sozomen. V. ſupra in Nota y, 
pag. 62. Theodorer. L. 2. c. 17. megotrats Z novairlt& 
F va dels exuivoy (Aker) emayerbeiv, noms 5 A 
Jus Thy SUA ,, ib. (i) Hieron. plurimi Clerici 
cum Felice ejecti ſunt, quia Liberius Romam quaſi Victor 
intraverat. Marcell. & Feuſtinus. Redit Liberius, cui 
| | „ obvians 
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he lived; but he dying (i), and Liberius 
having again declared againſt the Arians, 
and for the Catholick Faith (/), Liberias 
was reconciPd to the Clergy, and reſtor'd 
them to their Stations, out of which they 
had been before ejeted. 
Cardinal Baronius (m), to evade this 
Inſtance ſays, that notwithſtanding Con- 
ftantias's Deprivation, Liberius was the 
41 Rightful, and Felix only a Schiſmatical 
= - , EP of Rome, till Liberius Deprived him- 
' ſelf by communicating with the Arians; 
* Ad that then, and not before, Felix com- 
menced, and was acknowledg'd by his 
Clergy to be the Right ful Biſhop of Rome. 
Anſw. I have ſhewn (2), that Felix was ac- 
knowledg'd by his Clergy immediately 


— 
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obvians cum gaudio Populus Romanus exivit. Felix no. 
tatus a Senatu vel Populo de urbe propellitur. Soc. L. 2. 
c. 37. 6 AiCter& 7 b Fyovoy ,] e, T2 £Y Pwwy Ad 
SA ν,j‚ q Cf. x; Tis cmrAndias enCarno Or + glAnua. | 
(* e & Fauſtinus. Poſt annos octo Valenti- 
niano & Valente Coſſ. 10 Kalendarum Decembrium die 
deſunctus eſt Felix, Liberius miſericordiam fecit in Cleri- 
cos qui perjuraverant (/ they ſay of the Roman Clergy, 
. becauſe they were themſelves Liberians) coſque in pro- 
-Priis locis ſuſcepit. (/ This appears from his Letter to 
the Italian Bithops, V. in Baronio in anno 362, 178, 
aud from his refuſing the Embaſly of the Macedonians, 
on Suſpicion chat they were Arians, till they had made 
à Profeſſion of the Catholick Faith. V. Socrat. L. 4. c. 12. 
61 Annis 355, 356, 357. (u) Supra in Nota y, pag. 62. 
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upon his being conſtituted Bifhop ; and 
Baranius produces no Authority to the con- 
"That Frljx was before Schiſmatical, Be 
ranius entieavonrs to prove by two Argus 
ments; the: firf# is, that tho Felix was 
found in the Faith, yet he had communis 
cated with the 4rians, and was conſecrat- 
ed by them. Anſm. Felix did not commus« 
nicate with the Arians after his Conſecras 
tion, not at the Time of Liberias's Baniſhs 
ment; and it is not probable,” that the Bi» 
ſhops who. conſecrated Felix were Ariaus, 
becauſe At hanaſius ſays expreſly, that they 
were compell'd to Conſecrate him: and 
it is unlikely they wou d have needed any 
Compulſion, if they had been Arians. Be- 
ſides, Baronius grants, that Felix's being 
Conſecrated by the Arians, did not hinder 
his becoming Rightful Biſhop of Rome, ſo 
foon as Liberius communicated with the 
Arians ; Which he muſt grant on a Sup» 
_ Polition, that Felix had, after his Conſe- 
cration, forborn ro communicate with the 
Arians. And conſequently, according to 
Baroniuss ou Principles, Felix's being 
Conſecrated by the Arians could not of it 
ſelf cauſe him to be Schiſmatical, after he 
renouneed Communion with them. Now, 
t have already obſerved, that he did not 
communicate with them, after he was 
61 OEM Cort 
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Conſecrated : So that ſuppoſing him to 
have been at firſt Schiſmatical, becauſe of 
his being conſecrated by the Arians, he muſt 
have preſently ceas'd to have been Schiſ- 
matical on that Account, becauſe he pre- 
ſently ceas d to communicate with the 
_— ͤ „„ 
Baronius's other Argument to prove Fe- 
tix a Schiſmatick, and which he princi- 
| pally inſiſts upon is, that Felix could not 
poſſibly be Biſhop of Rome while Libe- 
rius was living (o): Which is a bare Af- 
ſertion of his own, and contrary: to the O- 
pinion of the Clergy of Rome, who are 
_ own'd by him to have acknowledg'd Felix. 
The Author of Hiſtorical Collect iuns da. 
ring the Reigns of Conſtantine and Conſtan- 
tius, would have it believed, that there 
is no Proof, that the Roman Clergy acknow. 
_ ledg'd Felix. He confeſſes indeed, that So. 
zomen ſeems to imitate, that ſome of the Cler- 
gy of the City adhered to Felix (p), Now I 
have already ſhewn (), that Sozomen not 
only ſeems, but really does intimate, that 
the Clergy of Rome in general, and not 
only ſome of them adhered to Felix. Mar- 
cellinus allo and Fauſtinus tell us expreſly 
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ky 
— a — 


Ee 


(0) Baron. Annis 355. 56, and 357. 58, 67. (p) P. 160. 


that 
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that the Clergy in general acknowledged 
Felix; but the Collector ſays (7), their 
Integrity as Hiſtorians ſeems to be juſth 
queſtionable. Now they were indeed, as 
the Collector owns (/), guilty of Schiſm, 
not only as Laciferians, but as they ad- 
hered to Vrſicinus in oppolition to Dama- 
ſas; and therefore they may be ſuppoſed 
to be partial in thoſe Matters, which they 
relate to the Diſadvantage of Damaſus and 
his Friend Felix; but they could never 
be partial in any Point, which makes for 
the Advantage of Felix. But, however 
the Collector may queſtion the Integrity 
of theſe Presbyters, he did not think it 
expedient to deny the Authority of St. 
Jerom, but rather to take no Notice of it. 
No St. Jerom ſays expreſly, that not on- 
ly ſome, but very many (t) of the Clergy ac - 
 knowledged Felix. 

I 0o leſſen the Authority of Damaſas in 

this Point, the Collector objects (2), that 
Faaſtinus and Marcellinus ſay, that Dama- 
ſus left Liberius out of Ambition. But thoſe 
Presbyters offer no Proof of it; and there- 
fore it may reaſonably paſs for a Calumny 
Which they throw upon their Adverſary. 
The Collector farther implies (w), that 


— ——— — — 


(ej v. 1615 | YP. 261, 163. ( Plurimi. (* P. 
162. (w) Ibid. i ae pet | 
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the Clergy in general ackriowledg'd Fi 


ix to ſave” their Temporalitits, "But he 
brings no Proof neither. And we have 
great. reaſon to think, they acted upon 
rinciples of Conſcience. For if they had 


proceeded upon Motives of Intereſt, it is 
not likely, that they would have adhered 
to Felix, when he was eee but would 


iave recovered their Temporalities by de- 
erting to Liberius; for he reſtored them. 


to their Places in the Church after Felix's 


Death; - and therefore there can be no 
doubt, but he would more readily have 
reſtored them, if they had come over rg 


| him, while Pelix was living. 


But whatever their Practice was, the 
Collector concludes (x), That rhe Clergy 
did not think that a ſecular Proſcript ion makes 
Way for 4 Sacct or, goo ſe they obliged them. 
elves by Oath, that ſo long s Liberius lived, 
175. Salt at #6 hand have * rw Hiſhop. Anſw. 
Collector's Conclufion — 2 ha ve 


| Nen leſs faulty, if it had been that they did 


not think that a Secular Proſcription Wale 
Way for an Heretica! Sucteffor ; for ſuch a 
Succeſſor they undoubtedly fear'd from 


ut they certainly never meant to ſwear 


ber they and intended to ſwear againſt; 


Oe gone 
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Fe. that they would not accept of, what they 
he could never expect from an Arian Prince; 
ave an Orthodox Succeſſor, any more than that 
pon they would not accept of a Succeſſor, tho 
had Liberius ſhould be Synodically Deprived 
t is for communicating with the Arians; a5 
he afterwards happen d to do. The Oath 


uld is general, and one Caſe is no more ex- 
des cepted out of it than the other. Nor was 
em there any reaſon that it ſhould; for they 
S could no more foreſee that an Arian ſhould 


© Deprive a Biſhop for his Orthodoxy; and 
yet put in an Orthodox Suecceſſor, than 
that Liberius ſhould Apoſtatize. But let us 
ſuppoſe, what is by no Means probable, 
that the Clergy had in the Heat of their 
Zeal for their 1 into Ba- 
niſhment for adhering to the true Reli - 
gion, delign'd to ſwear that they would 
not accept even of an Orthodox Biſhop 
in Liberius's Life- time; yet, if upon cooler 
Thoughts, they jaag'd, that an Orthodox 
Biſhop conſtituted inſtead of one Depriv- 
ed by the Lay Power, was a Rightful Bi- 
ſhop, they would have been bound to have 


mm KF ſubmitted to him, notwithſtanding their 
t; Oath; or, to uſe the Collector's Words, 
ar it mizbt have been their Fault that they took 
9 ſuch an Oath, but it would have been their 
= | Dauty to break it; and that they did judge 
ſo, appears by their Actions 
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But the Collector argues, that they ſwore 
that they would not accept of an Orthodox 
Succeſſor, and that that was a lawful Oath, 
becauſe they were forſworn in accepting 
ſuch a Succeſſor. That they were for- 
ſworn; he concludes, becauſe, as he tells 
us (7), Dr. Hody confeſſes, that Liberius 
pardoned them for breaking their Oath ;, and 
| ff they had not been forſworn, they would have 
needed no Pardon. But Dr. Hoay only fays, 
that Liberius pardoned them for breaking their 
Oaths, as be Carr'D it (g). The Col- 
lector truly ſays, that the Presbyters Mar- 
cellinus and Fauſtinus call the Clergy per 
jured: but they were ſuch Enemies to 
Felix, that no Conſequence can be drawn 
from their Aſperſions. To make the Teſti- 
mony of thoſe Presbyters more full to his 
Point; the Collector ſays, that they tell us, 
that the Clergy were NOT ONL y rude and 
uncivil, and deeply perjared in receiving Felix; 
bat it was illegally done againſt the Laws of 
God and the Church (a). Which Words ne- 
ceſſarily imply, that the Clergy acted contra- | 
Ty to the Laws of God and the Church on 
{ome other Account beſides that of their be- 
ing perjured. Whereas the Words of thoſe 
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(y) Pag. 173. (z) v. Caſe of Sees Vacant, &c. 
p. 45 (4) Pag. 162. N | 


Presby. 


Presbyters, as he has rightly toted them 


in the Margin, do not neceſſarily imply 
any more, than that % Clergy were perjur- 
ed, and thereby acted witkedly and very unde- 
cextly (). I ſhould have wondered very 


much at his taking no Notice of St. Jerom as 
to this Point; but that St. Jerom proves 


two other Points which he denies, viz. That 


| very many of the Clergy adhered to Fe- 


lix, and that Liberius ſubſcribed Hereſy. 
St. Jerom does indeed in his Chronicle call 


| the Clergy perjured; but his Account there 


is ſo ſhort, that it does not certainly appear 


Whether he thought them perjured for ac- 


cepting an Arian or any Succeſſor. He only 
ſays there, that Felix was put in by the 
Arians (c); which ſeems to imply, that he 


took Felix to be of the ſame Sect with 


the Arians, who made him Biſhop. But 
in his Account of Eccleſiaſtical Writers 
(a), he ſays expreſly, that Acacius made 


ndeed the Word Arian is not in the Greek 
Sophronius. Now if St. Jerom thought 


ice the AR1AN, Biſbop of Rome; tho* 


th 


G_ 


(65) Contra fas, quod minime decebat, cum ſumma 
perjurii ſcelere. (e) Quum Felix fuiſſet ab Arianis in Sacer- 
dotium ſubſtitutus, plurimi pejeraverunt, (4) In tan- 
tum ſub Imperatore Conſtantio claruit (Acacius), ut in 
Liberii locum Romæ Felicem Arianum Epiſcopum con- 


ſtitueret, 1 8 
. 
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Felix in ien, when he "OT made 4 Bi: 
Hop, he could nor but think the Clergy 


forſworn. For if Friis had been an A. 
rian, they would have accepted ſuch a 
Biſhop, as they might lawfully, and did 
tedly ſwear againſt. 


Why then, demands the Collector 0 
did not the Clergy receive Liberius again, 


e he was replaced on his Throne, and Felix 


| Tejetled by the Empite? doſv. Becauſe Lide 


ras had communicated with the 4r/ans, 


and ſubſcribed an Heretical- Creed: But 
the Collector ſays, that A L L agree that 
Liberius Ox LV fabſcribed the firſt Sirmian 


Creed (F); I wiſh he had named ſome few 


Of thoſe All. For my Part I am perſuaded, 


that not One Ancient fays fo. It was from 
Sozomen, I ſuppoſe, that the Collector ga- 
thered, that Liberius ſubſcribed the firſt 
Sirmian. Creed; and Sozomen indeed tells 
us (g), that at Sirmium, Conſtantius's Bi- 
ſhops threw together into one Writing, 


the firſt Sirmian Creed againſt Photinas, 
And the Creed compiled at the Dedicati- 
on of the Church at Antioch; and then 


they cauſed Liberius and others to ſub- 
ſcribe that Writing: So then, even ac- 


* to eee, 1 ape did not * 
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1 * ſubſcribe che firſt Sirrias Creed, but 


that Antiochian one too. And I believe 


our Adverſdries will not venture to af- 


firm that Ant ioc hian Creed to be Or- 


thodox. Beſides, in the Compoſition of 


one Creed out of theſe two, who can tell, 


| what new and Hererical nnn N 
be added? 12 7555 ; 


The Collector goes on; All agree that : 
kiberius only ſubſcribed the - fire. Sirmian 
Cree, and be conſequently could be no Hes 
retict in the Judgment of the Church, which 
quitted that Creed Hereſy ; even Athana- 
fius and Hilary have done it. Auſw. Grant- 
ing that Creed to have had no Heretical 


Article in it, it was certainly defective, 


becauſe it does not mention, that the Son 
is of the ſame Subſtance with the Father; 
an Omiſſion of great Importance at that 
Time, when ſo many denied the Son's 


Conſubſtantiality. Whether on Account 
of that Defect, the Church efteemed that 


Creed to be Heretical, is not material at 
preſent to enquire; ſince I have ſhewn, 
even from Sozomen, that Liberius did not 
OxL x ſubſcribe the firſt Sirmian Creed, 


but the abovementioned Antiochian ane 
too. And 'Sozomen alſo does in the ſame 


Place ſay expreſly, that Conſtantius for- 
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and that the Biſhops, 
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rich the Father (Y), 
ho compiled this 
one Creed out of two, cauſed Liberius to 
ſubſcribe -it, by infinuating, that ſeveral 
endeavoured to eſtabliſh their own Hereſy by 
adhering to the Word i. (i); which alſo 
implies, that Liberius deſerted that Word. 
Indeed Liberias at the ſame time ſubſcri- 
bed another Declaration, that the Son was 
in Subſtance and in all Things like the Fa- 
ther. Yet our Adverſaries cannot deny 


of the ſane | Subſtance 


but this Propoſition, That the Son is not 


of the ſame Subſtance with the Father, but 
like him in Subſtance, and in all Things, is 
an Heretical Propoſition. 55 
The Collector is very unhappy in pro- 
ducing Athanaſius and Hilary as Vouchers 


of Liberiuss Orthodoxy. For Athanaſias 


ſpeaking of Liberius's Fall, implies, that 
T iberias ſubſcribed the Ariaz Hereſy as 
well as his Condemnation (c). And Hi. 
EET DO DISD Th ] e lary 
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- (hb) Soz. L. 4. 15. ECV AC elo avrdv (uc teο d H⁰,¾) ei, 
n t Td fp F qr opuouotiovye (i) Ibid. os 63 
e@ep4os d oui & νανν ,ẽ˖ ,- vu A. 
eech. () Athanafius, Ep. ad Solit. p. 337, having 
{poken of the Endeavours of the Arians to corrupt the 


Church of Rome with their Hereſy, proceeds, 6 5 AiCs- 


% o deine retro & Tiv Gian, sein du 0 x2) 
Is d ięiceogę e % v Y dlavacis Nor, ore Thy 
 aegaigsory a, taevffeggr. Which Words imply, that 


Libe- 
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lary ſays (), he cannot tell whether Conſtan- 
tius were guilty of greater Impiety in Baniſb- 
ing, than in Reſtoring Liberius, viz. upon 
ſuch baſe Terms, And in another Place 
(n) he calls what Liberius 1 the 

5 25 e ot Arian 


o_ 


Liberius ſubſcribed both the Arian Hereſy, and the Con- 
demnatioa of Athanaſius. Otherwiſe his being forced 
to make that Subſcriprion would not have been an Ar- 

ment, that when his Judgment was at Liberty, he 
ated the Arian Hereſy, as well as abſolved Athanaſius. 

{!) In his Book ageinſi Conſtantius. Neſcio, utrum 
majore impietate ( Epiſcopum Romanum) relegaveris, 
quam remiſeris. (m) Hilary publiſhed by the Benedi- 

Fines in bis Fragments, p. 1335, having mentioned In- 

ſtances of Liberius's Catholiciſm, proceeds; Poſthæc om- 
nia quæ vel geſſerat vel promiſerat Liberius, Miſſus in 
exilium univerſa in irritum deduxit, ſcribens Prævaricato- 
ribus Hzreticis Arianis, qui in Sanctam Athanaſium in- 
juſtam tulere ſententiam. Dilectiſſimis Fratribes & E- 
piſcopis Orientalibus Liberius S. Pro Deiſico timore ſancta 

Fides veſtra Deo cognita eft & hominibus bone volunta- 
tis. Sicut Lex loguitur; Juſta judicate filit bominum, 
ego Atbanaſium non de ſendo. Sed quia ſuſceperatil- 
lum bone memorie Julius Epiſcopus Deceſſor meus, ve- 
rebar, ne forte ab aliquo Prevaricator judicarer. At 
«bi cognovi, quando Deo placuit, juſte vos illum con- 
| e een. conſenſum commodavi ſententiis veſtris, 
 literaſque ſuper nomine ejus (i. e. de condemnatione ipfius) 
fer fratrem noſtrum Fortunatianum dedi perferendas 
ad Imperatorem Conſtantium. Itaque amoto Athanaſio 4 
communione omnium noſtrum, cujus nec Epiſtolia @ me 
ſuſcipienda ſunt, Dico me cum omnibus vobis & cum 
uni verſis Epiſcopis Orientalibus pacem & unanimitatem 
habere. Nam at verius ſciatis me vera fide per hanc 
Epiſtolam ea loqui, Dominus & Frater meus communis 
Demopbilus, qui dignatus eſt pro ſua benevolentia fidem 
veram & Catholicam exponere, que Sirmio a pluribus 


Fra- 
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Arian Perſcdy, and ſtiles Lberius 4 Prevd: 
ricator and an Apoſtate, and three times 


denounces an Anathema againſt him. And | 
I have already ſhewn (), that the other | 


Ancients, who mention this Matter, ſay 
expreſly, or at leaſt imply, that what Li- 


berias ſubſcribed, was Heretical : ſo far are 


they from ALL AGR REEINC, that what 
he ſubſcribed was Orthodox, 
Hut ſhould we ſuppoſe, that the Creed 
| ſubſcribed by Liberius, and conſequently 
the Council of Sirmium, which compiled 
it, had been Orthodox, then it will follow 
that an Orthodox Council owned Felis 
to be Biſhop of Rome as much as Libe- 
rius. For that Sirmian Council owned 
one as well as the other (o). Nay, ſhould 
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Fratribus & Coepiſcopis noſtris tractata, expoſitd & 

ſuſcepta eſt. (Hæc eſt Perſidia Ariana. Hoc ego notavi, 
non Apoſtata. Liberius ſequentia) ab omnibus qui in 
preſenti fuerunt ; Hanc ego libenti animo ſuſcepi, (A- 
nathema tibi a me dictum & ſociis tuis) in nullo conti a- 
aixi, conſenſum accommodavi, banc ſequor, hec a me 
feuetur. [Iterum tibi Anathema & tertio Prævaricator 


 _ Liberi.) Sane petendam credidi ſanctitatem veſt ram, quia 


jam pervidetis me vobis in omnibus conſent oneere eſſe ; 


diguemini communi confilio ac ſtudio laborare, quatenus 


de exilio jam dimittar, & ad ſedem, que mibi Divini- 
Fuscredita eft, revertar. Perfidiam autem apud Sirmium 
deſcripram quam dicit Liberius Catholicam, Hi ſunt qui con- 
ſcriplerunr...... l) Pag. 65. „ 5- 
Tegp0i 7 or & c Horn ———dpzo 5 
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we ſuppoſe farther, that Liberias had not 


| ſubſcribed any Creed at all; he was ma- 


nifeſtly guilty of communicating with the 
Arians (which neither the Papiſts nor our 
new Adverſaries deny), and conſequently. 
he was a Schiſmatick ; and that was a 
ſufficient Reaſon for the Clergy to reject 
. #. ene ee 
To evade this, the Collector would 
perſwade us, that Liberius immediately re- 
pented ; and his only Argument for it is, 
We may eaſily think that he immediately made 
Satisfaction for his Errors upon Charch 


Grounds, i. e. as he explains himſelf in ane 


other Place, that he did Penance, and re- 


ceived Pardon from the Charch (p), withoat 


which he is not to be imagined to haue 
been received, as he was immediately, by the 


Roman People (). A ſufficient Reply 


to which is, that we may eaſily imagine 
that the Roman People, who had ſuch an 
undue Perſonal Affection for Liberius, as 
to be guilty of Seditions and Murders in 
his behalf, would immediately receive him, 
without tarrying for his making Satis- 
faction, which muſt have taken up ſome 
time. And we have more than Imagination 
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for it, For beſides that the Collector 
might have remembered, that it was con- 
trary to the Diſcipline of the Primitive 
Church, for thoſe, who had been once ex- 
poſed to the Shame of Publick Penance, 
to be received as Biſhops : Marcellinus and 
Faaſtinus acquaint us, that the Roman 
People were fo far from waiting till Li- 
berius had done Penance, that they went 


out of the City in a triumphant Manner. we 
to meet him upon his Return, which St. if 
Jerom alſo ſeems to imply, when he writes, cot 
that Liberius enter d Rome lite a Conqueror. We 
Hilary was undoubtedly ignorant of Libe- gui 
rias's Repentance, when he wrote that So: 
Work, wherein he denounced ſo many wa 
Anathemas againſt Liberius; and the Be- cor 
nedictines are of Opinion, that he began nec 
that Work in 360, which was ſeveral mu 
Years after Liberius's Reſtoration. And | the 
when Hilary charges Conſtantius with Im- hay 
piety for reſtoring Liberius upon ſuch a 3 
baſe Submiſſion, he does not make the tha 
leaſt Implication that Liberius after- own 
| ward repented of that wicked Submiſ- Roi 
ſion, which he could hardly have avoided ſtan 
if he had then known of it. And the tury 
Work wherein he thus reflects upon Con- 
ſtantius, was undoubtedly written after — 
that Emperor's Death. And indeed there 
are no Proofs, which I can find upon the (1) 


ſtricteſt 


f 


Repentance, till after Conſtantiuss Death, 


and many Years after Liberias's Reſtorati- 


on. But I doubt the Reader will think I 
have dwelt too long upon this, which is 


only a Gueſs of the Collector, and has 
no other Ground, but that he thought it 
neceſſary to ſupport his Hypotheſis. 


It may be objected, that the Clergy 


would have been no more Schiſmatical, 


if they had received Liberius when he 
communicated with the Arians, than they 


were in receiving Felix, who had been 
guilty of that Crime. Azſm. According to 
Sozomen (r), the only Fault found in Felix 


was, that before his Conſecration he had 


communicated with the Arians; which 
neceſſarily implies, that he did not com- 
municate with them after ward; for then 
there would have been a ſecond Fault to 


have been found with him. 


The Collector is alſo unwilling to grant, 


that the whole Weſtern Church has all along 
own'd Felix, as one of the true Biſhops of 


Rome (/). He ſays, Dr. Hody on) in. 


ſtances in ſuch as come within the Tenth Cen. 


tary, or very near it, Now the Doctor 


A 
MINIS "i 


. 


(+) Vid. ſupra in Nota w, Pag. 61. /) Pag. 178. 
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ſtricteſt Search, of Liberius's Catholiciſm and 
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proves, that he was acknowledged as true 


Biſhop of Rome, by Bede, who flouriſh'd 


in 701, and Gregory the Great, who flou- 


riſhed in 590. And is the Sixth Centu- 


ry very near the Tenth? 7 


© But the Collector goes on, not one of 


the Doctor's Authorities mention Felix as 4 


true Biſhop upon any other Bottom, than a 


Force againſt 4 generally received 


re in 


means, ſince he has not been pleaſed to 
declare it; however it is certain, that  ſup- 


 Boſed Tradition is of Force ſufficient againſt 
Wat he calls 4 generally received Truth, but 


brings no Authority for. For he has not 
produced nor referred to any one Ancient, 
who aſſerts, that the Romas Church has 
not all along acknowledged Felix. 
I be Collector ſtill objects, Do not even 
ſome of the Roman Doctors diſown Felix as 
| the lawful Biſhop of Rome, becauſe two Bi. 
could not be at a time in one City ? 
Auſw. This ſhews the Strength of the 
_ Proofs, that the ancient Church of Rome 
acknowledged Felix as a true Biſhop of 
Rome, that even the preſent Church of 
Rome is forced to acknowledge him as a 


Rightful Biſhop of Rome, and to Reve- 


rence him as a Saint; tho? her Learned 
Men are very well aware of ſeveral Dif. 
IFC: . ficulties 


ſeppoſed Tr ition, which will hardly be of N 
Trut. 
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ffculties they lie under on Account of that 
Acknowledgment. ee 
I am perſuaded from the Diffidence 
'wherewith the Collector oppoſes the 
Doctor (5), and from his bringing no Proof 
on his own Side, that he did after all ſu- 
ſpect, if not believe, that the Weſtern 
Church did acknowledge Felix; and that 
for this Reaſon he kept the two follow- 
ing Anſwers in Referve. The fr/# is; 
The Weſtern Biſhops were but 4 Moiety of the 
| Biſhops in the Chriſtian Church (u). Anſ. 
They were chiefly concerned, and the beſt 
and propereſt Judges in the Matter. And. 
| befides he has not proved that the Eaſtern 
Moiety rejected Fe/ix. He ſays, that 4- 
thanaſius rejected Felix's Title (w); and 
indeed Athanaſius ſpeaks ſlightly of him, 
becauſe he miſtook him for an Arian. But 
if either he, or any of the Greet Church 
did reject him, which does not certainly 
appear, it was for the ſame Reaſon. The 
Collector alſo tells us (x), That the Au. 
thorities of the Emperor and Council of Sir- 
me mium were concluded incompetent to conſti- 
of tute Felix a Biſhop in the Place of one 
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ed tations If they be true, will they be ſufficient Au- 
if. thorities in this Caſe? ls) Ibid. (u) P. 175: 


(x} P. 164. : | 


4 
r e Fee 22 — eien 
2. vA 
EY —— N N Soros 
- 2 * * RN - x on at n 3 2 2 N 
* i 1 * 8 . , * 
— —_— —— * 0 


Deprived by the Lay- Power, and for Proof 
he refers to Sozomen and Theodoret. But 


the Paſſages he refers to ()), only relate 
that the Emperor and that Council ſent an 


Order to Rome, that Liberius and Felix 


ſhould be joint Biſhops of Rome; and theres 
upon thoſe Hiſtorians expreſs their Diſlike, 


not of Lay-Deprivation, or any thing like 


it, but of there being two Biſhops in one 


City; for which Sozomen gives this Rea- 
ſon, becauſe it was not agreeable to the 
Eccleſiaſtical Laws. „ 
The Collector's other Reſerve is this; 
M bat if Damaſus, and the Biſhops of the 
Roman Diſtrict ; and the whole Weſtern Church 
did receive Felix ? Do ne prove the Faith 
from Perſons, or Perſons by the Faith? Whatſo- 


ever ſavours contrary to Truth, this is Hereſy, 


tho it be an old Cuftom (S). Anſw. Are 
all the Boaſts of our Adverſaries, that 
they have the Practice and Authority of 


Antiquity on their Side, come to this ? This 
is the Principal Inſtance which they pro- 


duce in their behalf; and when it comes 
ro be examin'd to the bortom, they under- 
value Arguments drawn from Examples. 


And this is their Way, When they are 
urged. with Examples, they fly to Rea- 


—— 


* (3) Viz. Theod. L. 2. c. 17. Sox. L. 4» © I: {8} Fo | 


_ 174, 175,178. 


ſon; 


n „„ „ 


Ang XA mg gaAcD err 
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1 — 


they pretend to ſupport themſelves by Ex- 
amples. We know that a great Regard is 


due to the Cuſtoms of the ancient Church, 
hecauſe it is due to her Opinions; and from 


her Cuſtoms and Practice, we moſt ſurely 
learn her Opinions. But that is not our 
only Support. For we are juſtified by 
the Principles of the Goſpel, as well as 
by the Practice of the Church from So- 
lomon down to this Time. _ 


The Collector's main Strength is, that the 5 


People of Rome diſown'd Felix. Nou if the 


People of Rome had diſowned Felix, becauſe 


he ſucceeded a Biſhop Deprived by Lay- 


Power; then there would have been the 


Authority and Judgment of the People in 


Oppoſition to the Authority and Judgment 


of the then Roman Clergy, and of the 


WWeſtern Church from that Time to the 


preſent. And whether leſs Regard ought to 
be paid to the Authority of that Clergy, 


and of the Weſtern Church, than to the Au- 


thority of that People, a People guilty of Se- 


dition and Murders to compaſs their Ends, 
our Adverſaries would do well to conſider. 


But of whatever Weight the Authority of 
that People may be, it does not really make 


any thing againſt us, becauſe it does not 


appear, that they rejected Felix on Pre- 


tence of the Invalidity of his Predeceſ- 
+ EY. G 3 r 


ſon; and when their Reaſons fail them, 
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86 ATREAT TSE Agaiuſt tb 
ſor's Lay-Deprivation, but becauſe they 
judg'd him to be an Arian, or becauſe he 
communicated with the Ariars. e 
The Collector replies (%, that Theo- 
doret ſays expreſly, that the People knew Fo- 


ux had kept the Nicene Faith entirely. Anſw, 


Theodoret ſays, that Felix had kept it; yet 
does not fay nor imply, that the People 


knew, that he had kept it. But Theodo- 


ret ſays expreſly, that the People would not 


enter into the Church where Felix was, 


becauſe he had communicated with the Aria ns 
(5). And no unprejudic'd Man can think 


it improbable, that they ſhould ſuſpect his 


Faith on Account of his Communion with 
- Hereticks, But the Collector fays, that 
thereby the People only meant, that they could 


them in their unlawful Succeſſions (c). As if 
be who communicated with thoſe Who 
are Hereticks in Faith, were guilty of no 
other Crime, but that of acknowledging 
their Succeſſions, and as if Hereticks were 
not alſo to be avoided on Account of their 


| Heretical Communion. Beſides, if Theo- 
doret and the Roman People had thought 
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{c} Fag. 188. 


not communicate with Felix, becauſe by com- 
muanicat ing with the Arians he had join'd with 
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it Criminal to ſucceed a Biſhop 


7 @< 


| berius's incompetent 
could not comply with, 


4s but one God, one Chrit, fe „ one Bi. 
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Deprived 
by the Lay-Power, it would have been 
Gd that t People could not communi- 
cate with g 1 not only becauſe he had 
acknowledged the unlawful Succeſſion of 


others, but chiefly becauſe his own der 


ceſſion was unlawful. 

Next, the Collector would perſuade us 
from the ſame Paſſage in Theodoret, that 
the People refuſed _ by reaſon bn of Li- 


In Maa ; which they 
on to hade 


ſhop. in a City. Anſw. Theodoret relates be 


that when the Emperor commanded, = 


lix and Liberius ſhoald be joint Bi 


Rome, the People cried out, one 


Chris, one Biſbop; which ſnews indeed, 5 


that they thought it unlawful to have any 


two Biſhops; and it was certainly contra- 


ry to the Canons; but there is not t 
leaſt Implication, that the Emperor ha 


not Authority to Deprive a Criminal Bi- 


ſhop. In a Word, Throdoret only tells us, 
that the People of Rome refuſed Felix, 
| becauſe he had communicated with 1 | 
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Arians, and that they refuſed any two 
Biſhops. So ſhameleſs is the Collefor (to 
apply to himſelf, what he ſays of Dr. Hoay): 
in the Authorities which he prodaces (e). 
And from this and ſeveral other Paſſages 
of his, I cannot but obſerve his Subtilty 
in ridiculing Dr. Hody for filling his Mar- 
gin with Quotations (F), and taking care 
not to fill his own. For the Doctor's 
Quotations generally demonſtrate his Point; 
but if the Collector quoted his Authori - 
ties in the Margin, they would confute 
his Interpretation of, and Inferences from 
them. But this by the Way 
In ſhort then; after all which our Ad- 
verſaries have objected, this Inſtance ſtands 
juſt where Dr. Haay left it. Notwithſtand- 
ing Liberius was Deprived by the Lay- f 
Power, and for his Orthodoxy, his Or- 
thodox Succeſſor. Felix was acknowledg'd | 
by the Roman Clergy, and has ever ſince 
been acknowledg'd by the Weſtern Church; 
and it does no where appear, that any one 
of thoſe who diſowned him, did it, becauſe 
they thought Lay-Deprivation to be in- 
valid; and it is manifeſt, that they re- 
jected him upon other Grounds. | 


— 


) 00% Hift. Coll, p. 168. 5028 (f) bid. 


. 


() Rvg. L. 3. c. 33. 


Non-Conforming, Nonjurors. 839 


I haye been forced to dwell ſo long 


upon this Hiſtory of Liberius and Felix, 
that I ſhall only mention one Inſtance; 
more of the Church's acknowledging the 
Orthodox Succeſſor of a Biſhop Deprived 
by an Heretical Prince for his Orthodoxy. 
In the Year 511, the Emperor ,A#4/taſtas. 


violently ejected Macedonians, Patriarch of 


Conſtantinople, for refuſing to condemn: the 
Council of Chalcedon, and the next Day, 


made Timotheus Patriarch in his ſtead (g), 
| who was acknowledged by all who thought 


him Orthodox, tho? ſome of them could 


not by any, Threats of Anaſtaſius be in- 
duced to approve of the Deprivation of 


Macedonias (h); particularly he was 'own'd 
by the great Abbot of the Monaſtery of 


Studium (i), and by the other Catholicks 
of Conſtant inopie (k); by Flavianus Patri- 
arch of Antioch, and by Elias Patriarch 


of Jeruſalem (J); and indeed by all the 
Religious of Paleſtine (m), among whom 
were Sabas and Theodoſius, whom the 
Weſtern as well as Eaſtern Church e- 


ſteem Saints. 


* % * 
1 - * , 
af 


*” 


(g) Theodor. Lech. L. 2. p. 563. (b) Cyrill. Scythopol. 
Vita Sti. Sabe, c. 50. Niceph. Calliſt. L. 16. cap. 32. 
(i) Theod. Let. ibid. (% Marcellinus comes ad Coſſ. 


Paulum & Muſcianum. Paul. Warnfrid. Diacon. Miſcell. 


L. i5. () Cyrill. Scytbopol. & Nitcoph. Calliſt. ibid. 
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| = The ſame Heretical Emperor Depiived © 
other Biſhops, whoſe Succefſors were ei- 
| ther received | by 


leſs to multiply 
ſaries confeſs, That the Supreme Lay 
alone has frequently Depri 

whoſe Succeſlors have dea acknowledg'd 
by the Church. Mr. Dodwel, as T before 


ved, ex 
donians and wh 


_—_ did ri ghtfull 


prive the Jeniſh H 'oh-Prieſts, 2 * ; 
the Grand-Signior alſo BS otefally Deprives -I 


the Greek Patriarchs; and he dares not 


deny but there have deen 3 Exam - 


es of Biſhops Deprived by Chriſtian 
rors; only he ſays (»), No Emperors 


Principles) ever atrempted it. Baro- 


privation; and I have already ſhewa the 
Weakneſs of his Evaſions, as to thoſe of 
them which I have had Occaſſon to men. 
tion. And Bellar min too is forced to grant, 
that the Emperors had Deprived many Bi- 


_ of Rome , and he does not 2 f 


PR, 


1 Aves + — ** —_— —— — 


4 %. q 


(=) Defence of Vindic. p- 93+ (o) De Romano Pons» 


 - #ifiee, L- 2. c. 29, Hæc quidem facta ſunt; led 1 jure 
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tend 


the Church, or rejected 
only for being Heretical. But it is need- | 
Inſtances, ſince our — 


ived A Bien. E 


fly owns, that the _ | 


that acted 'ſedatch, and like Perſons who re- 
gerdea Principles (I ſuppoſe he means his 


nius alſo relates ſevere! Caſes of Lay-De- 


tend to, aſſert che Wrongfuldoſs of the 


$ Succeſſors of thoſe Biſhops; but then in - 
= deed he quotes ſeveral Authors to prove, 
that thoſe Emperors did not act Right» 
fully ; yet his Authors do not 'deny the 

| Rightfulneſs of their Proceedings for want 
of Authority in the Emperors to Deprive,: 
but for other Reaſons; the Principal where- 
of is, that thoſe Emperors were Hereticks, 


and Deprived thoſe Biſhops for being Or- 
Thoda. 143i ine lil rai | 


And fince Dr. Hickes denies the Right» - 


fulneſs of Biſhops conſtituted contrary to 


Local Conſtitutions (p); I ſhall now ſhew, 


that the Engliſh Kings claimed and exerci - 


ſed the ſame Power in Ecclefiaſtical Mat» 


ters, as the Chriſtian Emperors and Jewiſh | 


Fin did. . 9 5 

Our Kings before the Conqueſt made 
Laws for the Clergy as well as the Laity 
in all ſorts of Matters, enjoining for In- 
ſtance, the Obſervation of the Lord's- day, 
at what Age Infants ſhould be baptized, 
and the like Eccleſiaſtical Matters; be- 
ſides ſeveral other Matters, which were 
in thoſe Times eſteemed of an Eccleſia- 
mal Nam uw ðͤ 
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1p) Pax: 200. | ig) See che bales af e Edward, 


Atbelſtan, Edgar, and other Kings in Spelmen's Coune 
: Fils, Vol, 1. 2. 182, 391, 396. &-alibi, ; 
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- minions, or elſe made a new Dioceſe of 
by 
lected Biſhops. The Ancient Hiſtorians, 


as well as Modern ones, are often not 
particular, but only relate in general, that 


ſuch a Biſhop was made or conſecrated, 


without troubling their Reader with the 


Manner of their being made, a Thing 


commonly known. But Eddius, an Hi- 
ſtorian of undoubted Credit, writing at 
large the Life of Wilfrid, whoſe Creature 


he was, has given us a full Account of 
the Manner of diſpoſing Biſhopricks in 


his Time, viz. That the Civii Power 
choſe, and the Eccleſiaſtical conſecrated 


© 
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| (r) Vid, Bede H. E. bs 3. c. 3+ Is. &L. a c 14. 


Collar. rum Chron. Saxon. Anno 626. Idem Chronicon, 


Anno 604. What is objected to this by Mr. Collier, 
ſhall be conſider'd together with his Objections to Re- 
gal Nomination of Biſhops. * 

Fe e He 


They erected Biſhopricks, and appoint- 
ed the Bounds of them, and afterward 
contracted or enlarged them, as they ſaw - 
fit (r). And which comes to the ſame. 
Thing, when one Saxon King conquered 
from another, he either added his new 
Conqueſt to ſome Dioceſe in his own Do- 


it; as I ſhall obſerve more fully by and 


The Saxon Kings alſo nominated and e- 
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le acquaints us, that his Patron Wil. 
 frid was choſen to the Biſhoprick of York 
by the Civil Power (/), and does not 
mention that ſo much as one Clergyman 
concur'd or was preſent. This happen'd 
in the Year 664 (c). "kb 
_ Wilfrid declined. being conſecrated by 
the Exgliſþ Biſhops, becauſe they were 
Quarto-decimans, or had been conſecrated 
by them (2). The Quarto-decimans were 
thoſe of the Scottiſh Perſwaſion, who had 
not been converted by Auguſtinèe and the 
other Miſſionaries of Rome, and entirely 
rejected the Authority of that See, and 
differed from it, as to the Time of the 
Obſervation of Eaſter, and ſome other Ce- 
remonies. Therefore Wilfrid went and 


— 


/) EddiiVite Wilfridi, Cap. 11. Reges (Oſwius & 
ejus Filius Alfridus) deinde Conſilium cum Sapientibus 
uæ Gentis poſt ſpatium inierunt, quem eligerent in ſe- 
dem vacantem . Reſponderunt omnes uno conſenſu, 
Neminem habemus Meliorem & Digniorem noſtræ Gen- 
tis, quam Wilfridum Presbyterum & Abbatem Et ideo 
eum eligimus--- Tunc quoque conſenſerunt Reges & om- 
nis Populus huic electioni, & Santo Wilfrido Presbytero 
omnis conventus in nomine Domini accipere Gradum E- 
piſcopalem præcepit. Cap. 12. Locutus eſt autem Sanctus 
Wiltridus dicens; O Domini Venerabiles Reges, omni- 
bus modis nobis neceſſarium eſt, provide conſiderare, 
quomodo cum veſtra Electione line accuſatione Catholi- 
corum Virorum ad gradum Epiſcopalem venire valeam. 
oo Chronicon Saxonicum adillum annum. (a) Eddius, * 
201d. 3 
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| was conſecrated in France; and during his 


| Abſence, the Quarto decimans recovering In- 


tereſt in the King of the Northambrians, pro- 
cured Ceadda to be made Bi of Tork 


en), who preſided over that See about 
— ðĩð . e 
One Wigbard had been elected Archbi- 
ſhop of Canterbury, and ſent to Rome to 


de conſecrated; and he dying there, the 


Pope laid hold on that Opportunity, and 
' conſecrated one Theodore, a Grecian born, 
to that See, and ſent him to England, 


where he was received as Archbiſhop of - 
Canterbury, This Theodore removed Ceadda 


from the See of Tor, becauſe he had been 
_ confecrated to that See by the Quarto- de. 
cimans (x), who, in Theodore's Opinion, 


were Schiſmaticks; and this in Oppoſi- 


tion to Wilfrid, who was conſecrated by 
thoſe of the Roman Perſwaſion (5). 


Ceadds ſubmitted fo readily, that . 
 frid was willing to make him amends, 


and knowing, as Eddius tells us (z), that 
„ „ 


— 


() Bddins, Cap. 14. (x) Bede H. E. I. 4. c. 3. 
%) Eddius, c- 15. ([z] Cap. 15. Sciebat (Wilfridus) 


ſub Wlfario Rege Merciorum, fideliſſimo amico ſuo, lo- 
cum donatum ſibi in Liccetfelda, & Epiſcopalem ſedem 
aut ſibi aut aliocuicunque voluiſſet dare paratum; ideo- 


que pacifice, inito conſilio cum vero ſervo Dei Ceadda in 


omnibus rebus Epiſcopis obediente, per omnes gradus Ec- 
cleſiaſticos plene eum ordinaverunt, & honorifice Rege ſu- 
| ſeipiente 


2 


| hanowrably receiving him, placed bim there. It 
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the K# of the Mercizas, being his moſt 
Ik ifi Eriewd, was ready 0 —_ the See a 


_ Litchfield, (which then happen'd to be va- 
cant) #0 


whomſoever he pleaſed, he aud Theo- 
dore Ordained lum to that See, aud the King 


ſeems, that they conſecrated him again, 
becauſe they adjudg'd the Conſecration 


| which he bad before received from the 
Qaarto-decimams to be void. Now this 


Expreſſion, that Wilfrid nem that the King 
e Mercians, being his moſt faithfal 

Tiend, was ready to give that See, to whons- 
ſoever Wilfrid pleaſed, not only ſhews, that 
the King did give it, but that Wifrid 
expected that the King would give it to 


the Perfon recommended by him, not on. 
Account of Right, but of Friendſhip, _ 
Afterward when Wiffid, upon his Ex- 
pulſion fi 


the See of Tork, to the 
, their King made him Bi- 
ſhop of-Se{ey, without conſulting Arch- 
biſhop Theodore, or any other Biſhop, as 1 


lt 


— 
22 N — — 


ſcipiente eum, in locum prædictum conſtituerunt. Mr. 
Collier, in his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, Vel. 1. Pp. 1ot. a. 
ſays, that St. Chad was by the Intereſt of Theodorus re- 
commended to that See; and it is probable, that both 
Wilfrid and Theodore join'd in the Recommendation. But 
here Mr. Collier confeſſes, what is indeed very. certain, 
that the Eccleſiaſtical Power recommended, but did not 
properly nominate or chooſe Ceadda. | 


be- 


= 
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| before obſerved (a). And when he was a 
| ſecond time expell'd from the Biſhoprick of 


York by the King of the Northumbrians, the 


- King of the Mercians made him Biſhop of 


Leiceſter (b); and it no where appears, 
that any of the Biſhops or Clergy con- 
curd; but on the contrary, the rl 


moſt of them agreed e in the Synod 
of Oftrefield to Deprive him alſo of his new 
Biſhoprick of Leiceſter, yet not for being 


made Biſhop of that See without their 


Concurrence, but for other Reaſons (c). 

I might produce ſeveral other ancient 
Inſtances of Biſhops elected by Saxon Kings, 
but theſe are ſufficient ; and I choſe to 


mention. theſe out of Eddius, becauſe he 


is one of the Authors, from whom Mr. 
Collier endeavours to prove, that the Saxon 
Kings did not nominate Biſbops, He ſays (d), 
that at the firſt Converſion of the Saxons, 
Auguſtine Archbiſhop of Canterbury ap- 
pointed Laurentius for his Succeſſor, and that 


afterward Theodore offer d to ſettle that See 


after his Death upon Wilfrid. 


——— — 


. (a) Pag. 32. : (b) Eddius, c. 44. 4 (c) Edd. e. 48. 
(4) Conſiderations on Dr. Keunet's Second and Third 


— = 


Acti- 
on of the Engliſh Biſhops relating to l. 
frid, which is recorded in Hiſtory, is, that 


i Thy yp mw ll a. Ae. is a ee; 8 3 


Oo o 


_— 
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But theſe Inſtances, if they prove any 
| thing, prove too much, viz. that Archbi- 
ſhops had a Power to conftitute their Suc- 
ceſſors; which was plainly contrary to the 
ordinary Practice of the Church. The 
Truth is, theſe Inſtances are not to be e- 
ſteemed Precedents, being extraordinary 
Caſes,” where Perſons acted 2 to 
Rules for the good of the Church. Bede 


(e) 


and the Saxon Chronicle (f) acquaint us. 


that Auguſtine conſecrated: Laurentius in His 


Life time, for fear the Church, being then 


newly founded, and in an imper fect State, ſhould 


begin to ſhake, if upon his Death ſhe ſhould ba 


but one Hour without an Archbiſhop 


. | Theos 


dore defired to make Wilfrid his Succefior 
for a like Reaſon. The Ezg/iſh Church was 


then but lately recovered from the Schiſm 


of the Quarto-decimans, as he eſteemed 
it; and therefore he deſired that Wilfrid 
might ſucceed him, becauſe he was the beſt 


verſed of any Engliſhman in the Roman 
Cuſtoms (g). But it is plain from what I 


have already produced out of Edaizs, that 


— 


the Saxon Kings did then Elect Biſhops, 


— 


| (7) NE. $. +. 6 4. Ne ſe defuncto Status Eccleſiæ 
tam rudis vel ad horam Paſtore deſtitutus vacillare incipe- 


ret. (J] Anno 616. (J) Eddius, c. 42. Quia ve- 
raciter in omni ſapientia & in judiciis Romanorum erudi- 


tiſſimum te veſtræ gentis agnovi. 


and 
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and there is no Appearance that Theodore 


ever deny'd their Right ſo to do. And 


Wilfrid ſeems modeſtly to tell Theodore, 


that he had offered more than was in his 


Power to give. Wilfrid does not appear 


to have been ſo free from the Deſire of 


Greatneſs, as to have refuſed the Arch- 


biſhoprick of Canterbury, if it could have 


deen obtain'd: and yer he anſwers Theo- 
dare, Procure me firſt to be reſtored to what 


I loſt; and then we will in a greater Council 
conſult, with your Conſent, who is worthy to 


ſucceed you in your See (H). By 4 greater 


Council he undoubtedly meant one of the 


Supreme Councils, whereof Kings uſed to 
to be Preſidents, and other Laymen to be 
Members. For it was in ſuch a Coun- 


cil, that he himſelf was firſt choſen to 
the See of York, as I before obſerved. 


And a yet greater Council than that ſeems 


to have choſen Wighard, the laſt Perſon 


who had been regularly elected to the 


Archbiſhoprick of Canterbury. For Bede 
informs us (), that the Kings of the Nor- 


thumb: ians and of Kent, conſulting together 
about the State of the Engliſh Church, took | 


| {8} Ihid. Et poſtea, Deo volente, quis dignus ſit ſe- 
dem Epiſcopalem poſt te accipere, cum conſenſu tuo, in 
Majori Concilio conſulemus. (i) H. E. L. 3. c. 29. 


Wig- 


1 L. my roy ww . 


* 


Wighard, with the Choice and Conſent of the 
Engliſh ( hurch, and ſent him to Rome to be 


_ conſecrated, Upon which Mr. Collier obſer ves 
(Y, that thoſe two Princes did not drive the 
Regale ſo far upon the Church, as to exclude 


her from a SHARE in this Affair; which 
ſhews, that theſe Kings were in his Judgs 
ment Principals in the Election. But Mr. 

Collier affirms, that Wilfrid's Reply was, that 
Theodore's Conſent was neceſſary for the Dis 
ſpoſal of the See of. Canterbury after him. 


felf (). Certainly Mr. Collier does not in 


earneſt think, that an Archbiſhop's Con- 
ſent was neceſſary to conſtitute his Succeſs» 
ſor. Iam ſure, Wilfrid does not fay that it 


was; but only propoſes to have the Succeſ- 
ſion ſettled with Theodore's Conſent, which 


he could hardly avoid out of Civili- 


ty to Theodore; who had juſt made him 
ſo kind an Offer. And perhaps he might 


mention it out of Regard to his own Iate- 
reſt too. For he might reaſonably expect 
to be the Succeſſor, if the Succeſſion were 
determined with Theodore's Conſent, who 
had already declared for him. 
Mr. Collier alſo collects, that the Secular 
Power did not then nominate Biſhops, from 
Bede's Epiſtle to Archbiſhop Egbert, where 


e recommends the erecting ſeveral new Sees 


(4) Ecclefiaſtical i Hifloty; Vol. 1. p. 100. 4, (00 1bid- 
p. 110. 4. | | k : | | : | 
Ss H 2 with 


5 100 AIREATISE againſt the 
within the Dioteſe of York. For this Par- 
poſe he ſnggeſts the Expedient of 4 Synod 
to form the Project, and adjuſt the Mea- 
ſures (m). | ” 


Now this, even as Mr. Collier repre- 


 Fents it, does not neceſſarily imply any 
more, than that Egbert had then a great 
Influence, and his Opinion would be prin- 
cipally regarded in the Matter. This is 


really no more, than what might properly 


U 


be at preſent written to an Archbiſho 


of Canterbury upon a like Occaſion; tho? 


we very well know, that he cannot of 
himſelf chooſe Biſhops, nor alter the Bounds 
or Number of Dioceſee. 15 
But to examine this Matter a little far- 

ther: Mr. Collier does not ſay diſtinctly, 
from what Premiſes he draws his Con- 
cluſion. He calls Egbert an Archbiſhop. From 
whence, I ſuppoſe, he is willing we ſhould 


believe, that theſe new Dioceſes were to 


be erected by Egbert's Archiepiſcopal Au- 
thority. But Egbert was then only Biſhop, 
and not Archbiſhop of York, as appears 

from this very Epiſtle of Bede (2), and 
he had at leaſt one (o) if not more Bi- 


* 


(un) Conſiderations o Dr. Kennct's Letters, pag. 10. 
_ (n) Pag. 259. Si hoc perfeceris, facillime, ut arbirramur 
hcc obtinebis, ut Eburacenſis Eccleſia Metropolitanum 
poſſit habere Pontificem. (e) Viz.. Ethelwold. Vid. 


— . 


V harton' Ang. Sac. Vol. 1. p. 696. 


= 


ſhops 


U 
1 rng as n " "UNA 


ſhops his Equals in the Kingdom of the 
Northambrians, wherein his Dioceſe of 
Tork lay. OT TT THERE! 


, x 


; 
7 

1 

1 

1 


Mr. Colier alſo ſays, 4 Synod: mas to form 
the Project, and adjuſt the Meaſures; Where» 
by he would inſinuate that theſe new Sees 
were to be erected by the Authority of a 
Synod meerly Eecleſiaſtical. Now Bede 

does indeed propoſe, that the Matter ſhould 
be done by the Authority of 4 Synod (9). 

But then the Queſtion remains, What Beae 
does in this Paſſage mean by a; Synod ? 
For in thoſe Times the Word Synod was 
commonly uſed to ſignify an Aﬀembly 

Re purely Civil (), and it very often {ign- 

ar- fed thoſe ſupreme Councils, which were 

y aſſembled upon Affairs of igion, and 

* of which, as I before obſerved, Kings were 

"m Preſidents, and Laymen as well as Clergy- 


1d men Conſtituent Members (r). And it is 
to lain, that the Sy nod here ſpoken of was 

| fuch an Aſſembly. For in the ſame Pa» 
p, ragraph, Bede calls it « great Council (I). 
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i- I)] Pag. 259. ( Du Fræſue in voce Sy nodo. 
Conjunxit Synodum ad eandem Civitatem, & ibi placi- 
" | tumpublicum tenens --- Annales Francorum anno 776. Ibi 
18. Sy nodum fecit cum omnibus Francis ſolito more in Campo. 
Annal. Franc. Bertiniani anno 767. (i) V. Svelman's 
Council, Vol. 1. p. 245, 332, 334. (/) Habito Ma- 
1% jori Concilio & Conſenſu Edict proſpiciatur locus aliquis 


5 Monaſteriorum, ubi ſedes fiat Epiſcopalis. 
o . the 
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the Name whereby thoſe ſupreme Coune 
cils were generally called, and he ſtiles the 
Determination of this Council an Edict. 
Now in thoſe Times the Commands of 
the Eccleſiaſtical Power were called De. 
crees or Canons, but thoſe of the Civil, 
_ Eaifts, and in the very next Page of this 
Epiſtle, they are called Royal Edittis. 
The Buſineſs recommended by Bede was 

this:“ By the Negligence and indiſcreet 
Grants of former Kings to Monaſteries- 
4 it had happen'd, that there was hardly 
4 a vacant Place to be found for a Bi- 
& ſhop's See; and beſides, ſeveral of theſe 
Monaſteries had been perverted to ve- 
«ry ill Uſes; and therefore Bede adviſes 
4 to-reverſe theſe Royal Edits; and to 
& turn ſome of theſe Monafteries into Epiſ- 
4 copal Sees, by an Edict of a great Coun- 
© cil or Synod. But he propoſes it to be 
* fo done'by a Synod, as that the King 
“ ſhould be a Principal in doing it. For 
© he deſires Egbert, in one Place (t), 7s 
« admopiſh the King to take care to put the 
6 State of the Church upon a better Regulati- 


PX. .4 0 —— 


2 
* un „ . * n. — * 
* * my 'S — :; * „ Eo ne de md * 
. P 


) Ep. ad Egbertum, p. 258. Velim ſolerter illum (Re- 
gem) admoneas, ut in diebus'yeſtris ſtatum noſtræ Gentis 
ccleſiaſticum in melius quam hactenus fuerat. inſtaurare 
curetis, Read curet is; for ſo the Senſe neceſſarily re- 
uires, and therefore Mr. Wharton noted in the Margin, 
forte curet. . 1 6 25 5 VV 
| * on 
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4 on than formerly; and in another (), to en. 


deavour, bythe Patronage and Aſſiſt ance of the 


King, to _—_ the Number of Biſhops. He 
argues, that they might juſtly transfer to 


Biſhopricks, what had been thus fooliſh. 


ly given to Monaſteries, becauſe it was 


no Fault for good Princes to repeal the 
unjuſt Determinations of other Princes, 
and for prudent Prieſts to amend the 


Errors of bad Scribes, after the Exam- 


ple of Scripture, which relates that ſe- 
veral pious Kings of Judah corrected the 
hurtful Deeds of their wicked Prede- 
ceſſors, the Spirit of God aſſiſting them 
by holy Prophets and Prieſts, accord- 
ing to that of Iaiah, who commands 
and ſays (w), Looſe the Bands of Wicked- 

neſs, let the Oppreſſed go free and break eve. 
ry Toke. And therefore Bede tells Eg- 
bert, that after this Example it became 


him, together with the King, to reform 


the former unjuſt Deeds and Decrees; 
and to make ſuch Regulations, as would 
be moſt for the ſecular, as well as ſpi- 
ritual Good of the Province, 400 


S 


; (u) Ibid. Quem profecto numerum Epiſcoporum ver 
modo tua ſancta Paternitas, patrocinante przſidio Regis, 
{clerter implere contendat. (w) Chap. 58.6. | 


4. Now 
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No the Fewiſh Kings did thoſe Parti- 
culars, which Bede mentions, by their ooẽ n 
Civil Authority. And therefore upon the 
whole, all unprejudiced Readers of Bedes 
Epiſtle to Egbert will conclude, that he 


propoſed to have thoſe new ! Dioceſes e- 


reed, not by a Power meerly Eocleſiaſti- 
cal, but by the Authority of the King and 


his ſupreme Council; which was as much 


2 Civil Aſſembly, as our Parliaments now 


After all, ſuppoſe many Synods have 


been held without the Mixture of Lay- 
men, and that there be Inſtances of the 


Church's electing Biſhops: Who denies 


but the Church may hold Synods, and 
may alſo elect Biſhops, when the Civil 
Power does not interpoſe ? What we main- 

rain is, that Kings have a Right to chooſe 


Biſhops, and that our Evgliſþ Kings have 


choſen them, when they judg'd it for the 


Publick Good. And if our Adverſaries 
would make out any thing to the Pur- 


| poſe, they ſhould prove, either that none 


of our Kings have elected Biſhops, or. that 


when they did ele& them, the Church de- 


ny'd their Authority ſo to do: Which our 


 Adverſaries have not yet proved, and I 


foretel, never will. 7 
But we are told, © That in a Charter 
granted by Withred King of Kent, and 


« ſub- 


S $ 4 


9 


8 7} 


ho n and 


Iq) They are his Grace's own Words; and 
Mr. Collier could ſay, (as he does ibid.) that his Grace 
does not pronounce this Council angel is more than 
I can account on i) Pag. 140, G. | 


tO 
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«. ſabſeribed hi Berthwald, Archbiſhop of 


Canterbury, Tobias Biſhop: of Rocheſter, 
&« Abbots, Prieſts, and others of the Cler- 
4 4 BY, and ſeveral great Men of the Lai - 
, aſſembled in a great Council of Kent 


4 gt Becanceld, in the Year 694, the King 
4 frankly declares, that the Prerogative 


Royal does not reach to the Election 
6“ of Bi or Abbots: For, as it is the 


„Right of the Crown, to make Earls 


& and Barons; ſo it belongs to the Arch- 
« biſhop to overa the Churches of God, 
4 and to el and conſecrate r and 
« Abbots (&). 

Anſi. 1. Our preſent moſt Leatued Arch- 
biſhop of Canterbury proves this to be a meer 


forged. 1 9 my 'his' State 


Church and Clergy land (z) : 
4 Which I refer the e r his ful- 


ler Satisfaction, and ſhall only give a ſhort 


Account of ſome of his Grace's Arguments. 
« There is not the leaſt Notice taken of 
“ this Council or Charter by one of all 
4 our ancient Hiſtorians, not even by Bede 
25 who lived in chat Time, and wrote fo 


* 


(x) Vid. Mr. Colliers Ecel. Hiſt, Vol. 1. pos: 114. 
ow then 
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accurately the Ecccleſiaſtical Hiſtory off 
4 of it. The King ſubſcribes this Charter 


«© for himſelf, his Queen, and his Third 


“ Son, and his Second Son ſubſcribes for 


„ the Eldeſt. Now it is extraordinary 
4 that one ſhould ſubſcribe for another, 
& eſpecially in ſuch an Order. One Bi- 
« ſhop Botred ſubſcribes it; whereas there 


„ were then in Kent only the two Bi · 
& ſhopricks of Canterbury and Rocheſter, 
& of both which we had the Biſhop's Sub- 


4 ſcriptions before. Several Abbeſſes and 


„Three Presbyters ſubſcribe before this | 
„ Biſhop Botred. And of thoſe Abbeſles, 


“ one had been dead Fifteen Years, and 
4 another probably longer, before this pre- 


4 tended Council was held. One Copy 


« indeed of the Saxon Chronicle has this 
Story inſerted into it; but this Copy is 
« miſerably interpolated (a), and the lateſt 
“ and leaſt authentick of any, and was 
« yritten about the Time of William the 


« Conqueror, when moſt of theſe Forge- 


« ries were made. In the ſame Copy 


of the Saxon Chronicle in the Council 


— „ — — — „ 


(a) Mr. Collier, ibid. p. 115. objects, Interpolation 
ſuppoſes 2 Trath. Anſw. Yes, in other Parts of this 


Copy of the Sa Chronicle, but not in this. For his 
Grace ſhews this whole Story to be an Inſertion, and 
that the ancient Saxos Chronicle has not a Tittle of it. 
| | | cc 
0 


* kd 
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= of Cloveſboe, Anno 742, AEthelbald | King 


& of the Mercians is made to confirm this 


Char 


0 


of Withred; but this Story was 
manifeſtly inſerted into that very Copy 


 .* 


after it was written, and the Acts of 
e three Years were razed out to make 


« Room for it. Sir Henry Spelman alſo 
« ſays, that he printed this Charter from 
&« five Manuſcripts ; but all theſe came 
« from the Church of Canterbury, whoſe 
«© Monks were infamous for Forgeries of 


* 


this Nature (6), and in all Probability 


invented this Story for their own Be. 
e nefit (c). | nes Hormel 
NSN UE PRONE Anſu. 2. 


„ 
— W en * n * TW Ly * * 20 > 


- (b) Can we conclude from bence, that all the Manu- 


t ſcripts ar aun for the Ad vantage of that Convent are 


counterfeit? Mr. Collier, ibid. Anſw, Yes, all ſuch Ma- 
nuſcripts of theirs, as have the ſame Marks of Forgery, 


which his Grace has ſhewn the abovementioned ones 
to have. (dc) To this Mr. Collier makes ſeveral Ob- 


jections. 1. The Suppoſition of Forgery can't reaſona- 


bly be ftretch'd any . farther than the Advantage "theſe 


Monks were to gain by it. Anſw. The whole Deſign of 


, this was for. their own Benefit, and that of the other Mo- 


naſteries. 24 Object. Some of the Proviſions of this 
Synod ſecure the Juriſdiction of Biſhops againſt the In- 
croachments of Monaſteries. Anſw, The Intent of thoſe 
Proviſions, which Mr. Collier here means, is, that the 
Election of Abbots ſhould be made with the Conſent of 
the Archbiſhop inſtead of the King, which the Monks 
then eſteemed a great Benefit, tho' atterward they thought 
it more for their Intereſt to be ſolely and immediately 
under the Juriſdiction of the Pope. 34 Object. The/e 


Copies of this Becanceld Charter were written in Saxon, 


and 


; e / 


7 
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ſuppoſe this Charter to be genuine; Firſt, 


This was the Opinion of a. King fo un- 
learned, that he was not able to write 


bis Name (d). Next, This was only the 
Opinion of a King and Council of Net, 


the Archbiſhop of Canterbury, was quick- 
ly refign'd to, or reſumed by the Civil 
Power ; and we ought, out of Reſpect to 


our Anceſtors to ſuppoſe, that it was re- 
ſumed on juſt Grounds, unleſs the contra- 


ry can be proved. That it was reſumed, 


appears from this, that the Saxon Kings 


afterwards elected Biſhops, and that ſo 


1 
** 7 — ü 


* 2 —_ 


— 


and bis Grace obſerves, p · 152. that the Normans, who 
forged the Charters,' could not ſo much as read the Saxon 
Letters, Anſw. His Grace's Words are; The Time in 
which MosT of thoſe Charters were forged, was in 
zb Reign of the Conqueror ———= Now, the Normans 
who forged tbem could not ſo much as read the Saxon 
| Letters. Upon which I obſerve, that his Grace is nor 
there ſpeaking of this gecanceld Charter, but of forged 
Charters in general. He is not ſpeaking of All, but of 
Moſt forged Charters. He ſays, that the Normans, but 


net, that ALL the Normans could not read Saxon. And, 


Laſtly, Since his Grace has proved fo plainly from this 
Beoanceld Charter it ſelf, that it is forged ; it would not 


de very material, if he had been miſtaken in gueſſing at 
the Perſons-who forged it. (a) Vid. Spelman's | 


Councils, Vol. 1. p. 193, 198. 


5 * 
* * 2 


but not of the reſt of Eagland. Lafth, 
The Privilege of Chooſing | Biſhops pre- 
tended to be granted by this Charter to 


gene- 


* . e 
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generally, that Incalphas (e), relating King 


Edward the Confeſſor's Diſpoſal of the Ab- 


by of Crojlend, in the Year 1048, obſerves, 
hat for MANy paſt Tears, no Election of 


Prelates had been perfectly Free and Canonts 
cal, but the Rings Court did at Pleaſure con- 
fer by a RING and a STAFF (J), ALL 


Dignities, as well of BISHO FS as A. 
Laſtly, Our Saxon Kings exerciſed Ju- 


riſdiction over the Clergy as well as the 
Laity ; and particularly they Deprived 
Biſhops. a e 


4 . A 1 


— 
— 

22 4 , 

I 


| (e) By: Oxon. p. 63. A multis annis retroactis nulla 
electio Przlatorum erat mere libera & canonica, ſed om- 
nes dignitates tam Epiſcoporum quam Abbatum per an- 
nulum & baculum- Regis curia pro ſua complaceatia 
conferebat. () This ſhews, how much Mr. Collier 
forgot himſelf, when he aſſerted, (Confiderations on Dr. 
Kenner's Letters, p. 40. That the firſ# Engliſh Inſtance 
of Inveſtiture by delivering the Paſtoral Staff and 

ing, is in Walllan Biſhop of Worceſter, For that was 
in the Year 1062: And Ingulpbus in this Paſſage re- 


lates, that the Abbot of Croyland was inveſted in this 


Manner in the Year 1048, and that this had then been the 
Univerſal Practice for many Tears. (g) Mr. Collier 


(ibid.) objects, What is all this but a Complaint of the 


Negledt of the Canons? Anſw. This is an undeniable 
Tehtimony, what was then the Practice in England, 
and it is not very material, whether Ingulphus approved 
of it or no, and whether. being a Monk and a Traveller 


he might fancy, that thoſe Canons which were of Force 


in other Countries, ought to be binding here. 


* 
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 Sexulphus was Biſhopof Mercia: and Ecg« 


frid King of the Northumbrians conquered. 
that Part of Mercia which is called Linde. 


fey in Lincolnſpire, and Eadbead was ap- 


pointed Biſhop of this New Conqueſt, 
and Archbiſhop Theodore conſecrated him 
in the Year 678 (0. Whereby Sexalphas 
was Deprived of ſo much of his Dioceſe. 
The next Year the King of Mercia reco- 
vered Lindeſey from Ecgfrid, and Edilnine 
was appointed Biſhop thereof; and Ead- 
head was placed in the Monaſtery of Rippon, 
under Ecgfria's Government. And there 


are no Footſteps, nor indeed the leaſt Pro- 


bability, that Sexulphus conſented to part 
with the Diſtrict of Lindeſey to Eadhead, 
or that Eadhead afrerward conſented to 
part with it to Edilwine, But the true 
Reaſon of this Change of Biſhops was, 
that the Bounds of Dioceſes were then de- 


termined by the Bounds of the ReſpeAive 


Kingdoms; and as it was frequent for the 
Saxon Heptarchs to make Conqueſts upon 
one another; fo it was for them to make 
their own Creatures Biſhops of their new 
Conqueſts, and to remove the former Bi- 


ſhops, for fear they ſhould retain an Aﬀ- 
fection for their old Sovereigns : And 


” .« « . + 


(bh) Bede, H. E. * 4 C. 12. Chron Saxon. | 


there- 


us expreſly, that King Ecgfrid expelled 
him (0); but alſo acquaint us with 108 
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therefore Mr. Wharton ſays, that Sexal- 


phus was Deprived of Linaeſey, according 
to the Law of that Age (i). 


Bede relates, that in the Year 677, a 


Quarrel ariſing between King Ecyfrid and 
Wilfrid Biſhop of York, Ecgfrid expelled 


| Wilfrid from his Biſhoprick (). And o- 


ther ancient Hiſtorians not only inform 


Grounds of the Quarrel, viz. Wilfrid's ſe- 
cular Pomp and Riches, and the innu- 


merable Army of his Followers, cloathed 
and armed as Princes (); and becauſe 


he had perſuaded Etheldreda, Ecgfria's Queen, 


to retire from him into a Monaſtery (). 


2 


* 
—_—— 
N — 


li) Ang. Sac. Vol. 1. p. 424. Lindifienſem Provinciam 
Ditioni ſuæ ſubjecit, quæ ee Lege iſtius ſeculi a 
Mercienſis Epiſcopi Dioceſi avulſa * Frame Barren 
Epiſcopi Wilfridi Parochiæ eſt annexa. ibid. p. 423. 
Limites Epiſcopatuum limitibus Regnorum definiri ſole- 


bant. (e) Bede, H. E. L. 5. c. 25. Wilfrid Epiſcopus 


a ſede ſua pulſus eſt ab Ecgfrido Rege. ibid. L. 4. c. 12. 


(/) Eddius, Cap. 38. The Queen ſays to Ecgfrid; Ego vere 


ſcio, quod Wilfridum de ſede Epiſcopatus abjeciſti. Chron. 
Saxon, Anno 678. Wilfrithus Epiſcopus ptivatus eſt ſuo 
— 1 ab Ecgfertho Rege. Adde Hiſtor. Controv. 


inter ſedes Cant. & Ebor. Ang. Sac. Vol. 1. p.65. Chron. 


Cænobii Ste. Crucis Edingbnrg. ibid. p. 156. Hiſtor. 


Elien, ibid. p. 598. Polycbron. Ran. Higden, Anno 677. 


And Mr. Collier, E. H. Vol. 1. p. 104. lays, Wilfrid 
was expelled his Dioceſe by _ Ecgfrid, (m) Eqddius 
cap. 24. () As ſeveral of the abovementioned Au- 


 thors aſſert this to have been one of Ergſrid's Motives; fo 


Bede ſeems to imply it, H. E. L. 4. c. 19. 
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' Wailfrid's Biſhoprick was divided into two, J 
| Boſs being a Ne of Biſhop York, and 

Eata Biſhop of Lindisfarne and Hagulſtad; and. 
they were conſecrated by Arch dog . 
dore at Ecgfrid's Requeſt (o). About three 
Years after Eata's Biſhoprick was again di- 


vided into two, and Eats remained Bi- 


| ſhop of Lindisfarne, and Trumbert was 


hate Biſhop of Hagulſtad (). Some time 


afterward Trumbert was Depoſed, and Fats 


was made Biſhop of Hagulſtad, to make 
room for the famous St. Cathbert's having 
the Biſhoprick of Lindisfarne, which he 
chiefly deſired, and to which he was cho- 
ſen by the Synod of Alze, and conſecrated 
by Theodore, in the Preſence of Six more 


Biſhops (9), at the Command of King 


Ecgfrid (r). 

Wilfrid i not acquieſce under kis De- 
_ privation, but went to Rome to get the 
Pope to interpoſe: and returning with 
Pope Azatho's Decree written in his Fa- 


vour; Theodore took no Notice of it, and 


King Ecgfrid, by the Advice of his No- 
bility and Clergy, impriſoned him for 
gore Nu Wiltria, after prion under- 

ine Moths cloſe Ha onment, 


* dit he. th. 2 * nth. * 
” — — — — 


** 


(so) Eddius, "1 214: ( Bedæ, H. E. L. 4, c. 5 


. {q) Ibid. c. 28. (r) Bedz, H. E. L. 4. c. 27. Chron, 
; Saxon. Anno 685. | 


was 


Seen.. 


nnn ee 


„„ e 


Crucis, Edinburg. ibid. p. 157. 
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was diſcharged ; and happily fled to the 
South-Saxons, and converted them to Chri- 


ſtianity. Upon which account, and that of | 
his Innocence and Long-ſufferings, and 


becauſe he beſt underſtood the Roman Re- 


ligion, and out of Regard to the Pope's | 
Letters in, Wilfrid's behalf (/), Theodore 


was at length reconciled to him, and wrote 


to Alfrid, Ecgfrid's Succeſſor, to reſtore 


Wilfrid; which Alfrid accordingly did, 
diſpoſſeſſing Boſa of York, and St. John of 


| Beverley of Hagulſtad, to which he had ſuc> 


ceeded upon Eatas Death; the Biſhoprick' 
of Lindisfarne being then alſo void by St. 


Cathbert's Death. This happened about 


the Year 686. t 
A few Years after, Quarrels aroſe be- 


tween Wilfrid and A;frid, which came to 


ſuch a Height, that King Alfrid expell'd 
Wilfrid again, in the Year 691 (), and 


-- (4 Eadius, c. 42. Conknk Regibus ſine Cauſa pec- 


cati propriis ſubſtantiis ſpoliantibus re — In omni ſa- 


pientia & in judiciis Romanorum eruditiſſimum te veſtræ 


gentis agnovi Propter præcepta Apoſtolicæ ſedis Præ- 
ſulum ----- Inter | Paganos in Domino multum laboravit. 
t) Bede H. E. L. 5. c. 20. Ab codem ipſo Rege & plu- 
rimis Epiſcopis Præſulatu pulſus eſt. Bede here mentions the 
Biſhops with the King, tho' their Concurrence was not 
till many Years after. Eddius, c. 44. De Regione ultra 
Umbrenſium ſanctus homo Dei a Rege Alfrido expul- 
ſus receſſit. Hiſtor. Controverſ. inter Sedes Cant. & 
kbor. Ang. Sac. Vol. 1. p. 65. Chron. Cenob. Ste. 


reſtored 
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reſtored ' Boſa to York, and St. ohn of Be. 
verley to Hagaiſiad; and it does not appear 
that Alfrid did on this Occaſion conſult the 
Archbiſhop at all; probably becauſe he had 
no need of his Aſũſtance, Boſa and John 
having been conſecrated before. Milfrid 
retired to his great Friend Ethelared, King 
of Mercia, who made him Biſhop of Lei. 
ce ſter. „ a 
in the Year 701, or later, — 
to ſome Writers (42), King Alfrid and 
Brizhtwala, then Archbiſhop of Canterbury, 
with almoſt all the Biſhops of Britain (w) 
met in a Synod. at Oftrefield, and gave a 
general Sentence of Deprivation againſt 
Wilfrid, as to what he claimed or held 
in both the Kingdoms of Mercia and the 
Northambrians. Only they reſerved to him 
the Abby of Rippon, on Condition he 
would ſubmit to their Sentence; and up- 
on his Refuſal to ſubmit, they Excom- 
municated him and his Adherents (x). 
Wilfrid applied to Rome again, and was 
ſent back with Letters from Pope John 
ro Etheldred and Alfrid, deſiring, that 
Brigbtwald might call a Council, and that 


— 


(i) Anno 703; according to Mr. Wharton ; 705, ac- 
cording to Baronivs. ſu) Totius pxne Britanniæ E- 
piſcopis. Eddius, c. 45. (x) Eddius, c. 47. 


they 


they would determine this Affair among 
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themſelves, or elſe that the Parties con- 


_ cerned would come to Rome (3). Alfrid 
would ſhew no Regard to what they cal. 


led Apoſtolical Letters ; for ſo he expreſſed 
himſelf : but he dying, and being ſuc- 
ceeded by his Son O/red, a Minor; and 
Boſa Biſhop of York dying too, Brightwald 
got a Council to be aſſembled of the Vor- 
thambrian Biſhops and Nobility near the 
River Niad; where great Oppoſition was 
made at firſt to Wilfrid; but at length the 


Matter was compounded, becauſe 625 
ds 


Oſred's Miniſters appeared Wilfrid's Frien 
and becauſe Elflede declared, that her Bro- 
ther Alfrid did upon his Death-bed make a 


Vow to reſtore Wilfrid, and left it as 4 


Charge on his Succeſſor to perform it, in 
caſe he died before it was accompliſhed (z). 

The Terms of the Compoſition were, that 
John ſhould be tranſlated from Hagulſtad 


to York, and that Wilfrid ſhould be Biſhop 
of Hagulſtad (a). : - 


Thus ended this Affair; and from hence 
we learn plainly, that it was then the 


Senſe of the Englſßh Church and People, 


(0 Eddius, c. 52. Concil. Edit. L' Abbe, Tom. 6. col. 
1390. (z) Eddins, c. 58. (a) Vid. Bedæ, H. E. L. 
F. C. 3. 5 | | | | 
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that the. Prince has Authority to Deprive. 
The Kings Fegfrid and Alfrid, and their 


reſpective Courts or great Councils de- ; 
clared this by Depriving Wilfrid; the 
Archbiſhops Theodore and Brightwald, by 


concur ing with and confirming theſe Lay- 
Sentences of Deprivation ; Boſa, Fats, 


Cuthbert, and John, by ſucceeding Wilfrid: 


And theſe were not only Perſons in high 
Stations. in the Church, but, as Bede in- 


forms us (b), they were all Men of ſin- 
gular Merit and Piety; and particularly 
Theodore, Cuthbert and John were eſteem- 
ed great Saints. And as theſe particular 
Perſons aſſerted the Validity of Lay-Depri- 
vation, fo according to our Ad verſaries own 


Principles, the Sy nod of Alne aſſerted the 
ſame, by chuſing Cuthbert for one of his 
Succeſſors, and the Synod of Oſtreſield, by 


confirming Altrid's Sentence of Deprivati- 
on; and the Sy nod of Nidd, not only 


becauſe there is no Appearance from any 
of the Proceedings of that Synod, that 


they thought Lay Deprivation to be in- 


valid, and it is manifeſt that they reſtor- 
ed Wilfrid upon other Conſiderations: but 
chiefly becauſe they only reſtored him to 


half his old Bifhoprick, which happened then 


(6) M. E. I. 4. 47, Ec. 5. 2. 9, & alibi. 


to 


0 4 4 TW. 
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to be void ; whereas if they had thought 
his Deprivation to have been invalid, 
they ought to have reſtored him to the 
whole. Laſtly, The whole Exgliſh Church 
allowed of Lay-Deprivation ; becauſe du- 


ring all this Diſpute, w hich continued more 


or leſs for above twenty Years, there was 
no Schiſm in the Church, nor any Ap- 
pearance of it; but notwithſtanding Mil. 


frid claimed and proteſted publickly e- 
nough, the whole Church all this while 


communicated with their ſucceſſive Me- 


tropolitans, Theodore and Brightwald, who 


had ſo notoriouſly approved of Wilfrid's 
Lay-Deprivation. And Wilfrid, and in- 
| deed all the Parties concerned, ſeem to 


have been utterly ignorant of the Do- 


ctrine of our Adverſaries. II #frid pleads, 
not that he was Deprived by an incom- 
petent Power, but that he was innocent 
of any Crime (c). and that his Succeſ- 
ſors were ordain'd contrary to Rules ; 
whereof two Inſtances are- mentioned, as 
that Theodore alone conſecrated them, with- 


(e) Eddius, c. 29. Si claruit, quod contra jus regula- 
rium ſanctionum de diſpenſatione Eccleſiæ, cui licet in- 
dignus præeram, ab infeſtis propulſus ſum, fine convi- 
ctione cujuſpiam criminis & abſque culpa facinoris, ci- 
tra ullius delicti piaculum, quod canonica percellit Severi- 


ras : . 
1 Bi- 


out the Aſſiſtance or Conſent of any other 
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Biſhop (d), and that they were not Mem- 
bers of, but Strangers to, his Dioceſe (e). 
The Popes and their Councils at Rome ac- 
quitted Wilfrid, becauſe he was guilty of 
no Crime (F). And when Theodore re- 
pented of what he had done, he declares 
the Grounds of his changing his Mind to 
be, that he had conſented to the Depriv- 
ing an innocent Man (g). But in all theſe 
Proceedings in Exgland and at Rome, there. 
does not occur one Word, which implies, 
that Kings had not Authority to Deprive 
Criminal Biſhops. | ; 


* = 200 
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(4) Ibid. Quid autem acciderit, ut Theodorus, me 
ſuperſtite, in ſedem, quam licet indignus diſpenſabam, 
abſque conſenſa cujuſlibet Epiſcopi, tres ſua Auctoritate, 
mea humilitate non adquieſcente, ordinaret Epiſcopos . 
(e) Ibid. c. 24. Tres Epiſcopos aliunde inventos & non de 
ſubjectis illius Parochiæ in abſentia Pontificis noſtri in 
ſua propria loca Epiſcopatus ſui inordinate noviter ſolus 
ordinavit. (f) Eddii, c. 29. The firſt Time he was 


Deprived, Two Italian Biſhops declare in Council, Ne- 


E ſecundum ſanctorum canonum ſubtilitatem convictum 
e aliquibus facinoribus, & ideo non canonice dejectum 
reperimus. Ib id. c. 51. Upon his applying to Rome the 
ſecond Time, it is ſaid, Ab omni piaculo ſcelere degra- 
dandi pure perfecteque excuſatus probabilis apparuit. And 
a little below, Pope Jobn declares, Wilfridus, in quo 
nullam criminis per tot conciliabula noſtra exam inando 
tam diligenter objectionem invenimus, exſolutus ſit. 
(g) Edd. c. 42. Theodore ſays to Wilfrid; Hoc w 
lum me premit, quod in te commiſi, conſentiens Regibus 
Gne cauſa peccati propriis ſubſtantiis ſpoliantibus te. 


perhaps 
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8 perhaps it may be objected, that in 
the Council of Pope Agatho, to whom Mil. 


frid fled for Relief upon his firſt Depri- 
vation; Two Biſhops ſay, that Wilfrid 


was Deprived by Archbiſhop Theodore (h). 
Anſw. 1, Thoſe Biſhops were manifeſtly 


miſtaken, unleſs they meant that Theoaore 


Deprived Wilfrid, either becauſe he conſe- 


crated Milfria's Succeſſors, and thereby 
manifeſted his Approbation of the Sen · 


tence of Milfrid's Deprivation after it Was 


paſſed : And this Senſe is favoured by ſe- 
_ veral Paſſages in Eddius (i): or unleſs they 


meant, that when the Sentence of Depri- 


vation paſs'd againſt Milfrid in K. Eegfrid's 


Court, Theodore was preſent, and voted 
with the reſt (). But then this was the 


** . 


% Ibid. c. 29. De ſua ſede ejectus a prænominato ſan- 


ctiſſimo ( Tbeodoro). (i) Cap. 24. Conſenſit (Ecgfrido 
Theodorus). Nam tres Epiſcopos --- in ſua propria loca 
Epiſcoparus ſui ---- ordinavit. And, Cap. 29. Wilfrid 


in his Petition to the Roman See only blames Theodore 


for conſecrating his Succeſſors. Quid autem acciderit, ut 
Theodorus ——  ordinaret Epiſcopos. Adde Polychron. 
Higden, Anno 677, Rex Ecgfridusad inſtigationem ux- 


doris ſuæ expulit Wilfridum de Epiſcopatu Northumbrorum, 

co-operante ad hoc Theodoro Archiepiſcopo, qui voluntati 
Regis favens pulſo Wilfrido inſtituit Boſan, &c. And 
Mr. Collier ſeems to be of this Opinion. For in his Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Hiſtory, Vol. 1. p. 105. a. helays, Theodorus 


gave Ear to the King's Complaint ſo far, as to erect᷑ 
ſeveral new Biſhopricks inthe Bing of York. {(k) Tbeo- 
dore himſelf ſpeaking ro Wilfrid, ſeems to intimate, * 

ig . Z I 4 5 — e 
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Sentence of a Court where the King was 
preſent, and in all Probability preſided, 
where many other Laymen had deciſive 0 

Votes (/), and where no epi was pee 

A ſent, 


— * — 


he was not a Principal, but only conſented to his Depri- 
vation as an Acceſlory. Hoc maxime ſcrupulum me P e- 
mit, quod in te commiſi conſentiens Regibus | po- 
lantibus te. ; | | 


(% Tho' King Ecgfrid alone had the Name of expel- 
ling Wilfrid; yer it is moſt reaſonable to think, that in 
all theſe Proceedings he acted by the Advice of his Court 
or great Council. Eddius, c. 24. When Wilfrid heard 

that he was Deprived, he came to the King and comney. co 
ſhop, and asked them the Reaſon of it: And they an 

{wered, Nallam criminis culpam tibi aſcribimus, ſed ta- 
men Statuta de te Judicia non mutamus. This happened in 
the King's Court; for it follows : Deinde autem conver- 
ſus a Tribunali Regali Adulatoribus cum riſu gaudentibus 
dixit. — — Bcſides the Expreſſion it ſelf ſeems to mean 
the Judgments or Statutes of a F ublick Council. And fo 
it was underſtood by Fridegode, who copied Eddius, and 
wrote Wilfrid's Life in Verſe, about the Year 960. For 
he thus renders the abovementioned Anſwer of the Kang 


and Archbithop. 


Nos, aiunt, facinus quamvis, cogente Senatu, 
Ponimus haud quodquam, nefas Decreta refelli. 
Tho we lay no Crime to your Charge, yet the Senate 
having made theſe Decrees, we are forced to obſerve 
them, and it is unlawful for us to break them. And 
King Alfrid ſeems plainly to bl: that Ecgfrid De- 
prived Wilfrid by the Advice of his Council. For Al- 
frid gives this Reaſon, why he would not reſtore Wilfrid 
upon his ſecond Deprivation. Quod ante prædeceſſores 
mei Reges & * Agty 5 cum Confiliariis ſais cen- 
ſuerunt_ ----- propter Apoſtolicæ ſedis, ut dicitis, ſcripta 

5 85 ED nunquam 
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ſent, or at leaſt concur d, beſides Theodore 

(n). 8So that according to either of theſe 
Senſes ; Wilfria's was at leaſt as much a 

Lay-Deprivation, as that of the late Non- 
juring Biſhops, + + 11 
| Anſw. 2. Should we ſuppoſe, that thoſe 
by many Hiſtorians were in the wrong, whio 
| ſay, that King Ezzfrid Deprived Wilfrid: 
| We might however conclude, that it was 
15 not then thought uncommon or unlawful 
for a King to Deprive a Biſhop. No 
Writer of the Hiſtory of the Times where- 
in we live, could well be fo deceived, as 
to relate that ſuch a Biſhop was Elected or 
Deprived by the Parochial Clergy of his 


1 — LA : "_ 


nunquam volo mutare. Eddius, c. 56. And it is pro- 
bable, that King Ecgfrid proceeded in the ſame manner 
in Depriving Wilfrid, as he did in rejecting the Papal 
Sentence for reſtoring Wilfrid, Now Eddius informs us, 
c. 33. that Wilfrid preſented Pope Agatho's Decree to 
King Ecgfrid and his ſupreme Council, and was thereup- 
on impriſon'd by their Order. | © 
(m) Theodore is exprefly ſaid to conſecrate Wilfrid's 
Succeſſors, Solus, ſua auctoritate, abſque conſenſu cuju- 
fliber Epiſcopi. Edius, c. 24, 29. Ibid. Wilfrid is ſaid 
to have acquainted his Fellow-Bithops with his Depriva- 
tion, 3 intimates, that they did not previouſly know 
of it; and to apply to Rome by their Advice, which proves 
that they diſapproved of it, when they did know of it. 
And therefore, when it is ſaid in Vifrid's Petition, That 
he was Deprived in Conventu Theodori aliorumque tune 
temporis Antiſtitum cum eo convenientium; the Word 
Antiſtites means as it does often, not Biſhops, but Men 
of Figure among the inferior Clergy. _ a. 
| Dio- 
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| Dioceſe, becauſe that is not the Cuſtom ; 
much leſs can one imagine, that theſe Hi- 
ſtorians who were Monks or Clergymen 


ſhould write by miſtake, that a King De- 
prived a Biſhop, if it had not then been 
the common Practice, or if they had thought 


it very unlawful ; eſpecially ſince when 


they relate any Action which they ima- 
Sine to be unlawful, and contrary to the 


rivileges of the Clergy, they generally, 


if not always, expreſs their great Abhor- 
. rence of it. 2 | | 


Anſw. 3. If it were doubtful, which B 


cannot grant it to be, whether King Ecg- 


frid Deprived Wilfrid the firſt time; it 


is certain, that King A/fri4 Deprived him 


the ſecond time; and that he Deprived 


him ten Years before the Synod of Oftre- 


field, or (as far as appears) any other Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Authority interpoſed ; and that 


that Synod confirmed King A/frid's De- 
privation, inſtead of Cenſuring it 
 T ſhall only mention one Inſtance more, 
before the Conqueſt. Robert Archbiſhop 


of Canterbury, and Head of the Norman 
Party in the Reign of Edward the Confeſ- 
for, procured Earl Godwin and his Adhe- 


rents to be baniſh'd. But not long after 
Earl Godwin return'd, and a great Coun- 
cil being call'd, reſtor'd him and his Ad- 
herents. And Archbiſhop Robert and hjs 

= Friends 
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Friends were Outlaw'd, for having ſub⸗ 


verted the State of the Realm. This hap- 


pen'd in the Year 1052 (). 


Robert foreſeeing the Storm fled, before 


he was formally Outlaw'd, and apply'd 
to Rome; and returning from thence with 


Letters declaring his Innocence, and or- 
dering his Reſtoration, died in Normandy (o). 


King Edward, tho a Favourer of the See 


of Rome, and reputed a Saint, did not 


think fit to wait for Robert's Death, or 


the Iſſue of his Application at Rome, but 


immediately made Stigand Archbiſhop of 


Canterbury, who poſſeſſed that See about 


Nineteen Years, and was acknowledged 
by the Erg/iſh Church as, and diſcharg- 


| ed the Functions of, Archbiſhop of Car- 


terbury during that Time, and particular- 


— — —_—_— — 


(n) Chron. Saxon. Anno 1052. Elagati vero plenarie 


dicti Robertus Archiepiſcopus omneſque Francici viri, 


propterea quod 11 præſertim conflarant inimicitias inter 


Godwinum Comitem & Regem. Hoveden, p. 442. Om- 
nes Nor mannos exlegaverunt. Malmesbury, p. 82. Tan- 


tum voluit (God winus) ut Normannos omnes ignominia 
notatos ab Anglia effugaret, prolata ſententia in Robert- 
um Archiepiſcopum ejuſ que Complices, quod Statum 
Regni conturbarant. (0) Idem, L. 1. de Pontif. wh? 


Cauſa in ſnffragium Popularium reducta Exules reſtituit; 


quorum reconciliationem cum ſibi nocituram Archiepiſco- 
pus non dubitaret, judicii deliberationem præveniens 
Romam ivit, unde cum Epiſtolis Innocentiæ & Reſtituti- 


onis ſux allegatricibus rediens— . 


1 
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n at ſeveral Times Conſecrated Bi- 
ops and Abbots (p). And he was got 
only acknowledged during Edward's Reign, 


but alſo in the Reign of the Conqueror, 


who highly careſſed him; and when he 


nominated Remigius to the Biſhoprick of 


 . Dorcheſter, Stigand Conſecrated him (3). 
Stigand indeed was excommunicated by 
the See of Rome, for not having received 


his Pall from thence, and. for having (as 


they called it) intruded into the Archbi- 
ſhoprick, while his Predeceſſor Robert was 
living: And it is no Wonder that that 
See ſhould be incenſed againſt him for 
having ſhewn no Regard to Robert's Ap- 
plication thither, nor to the Sentence of 
Reſtitution given in his Favour. The 
Conqueror alſo was not crown'd by Sri. 
gand; but as on the one Hand ſome Wri- 


ters relate, that the Conqueror procured 


the Topes Legates to forbid him to be 
_ crown'd 


(D) Vid. Chron. Saxon. Annis 1058, 1061. And Sti- 
gand is called Archbiſhop in the Body of the Charter 
granted to Weſtminſter-Abby, Anno 1066, and he ſigned 
it as ſuch, immediately after the King and Queen, and 


before Aldred Archbiſhop of York, Wulſtan Bithop of 


Worceſter, aud Nine more Bithops, and ſeveral Abbots 


and Lay-Noblemen. Vid. Monaſticon Anglicanum, and 


Spelman' Councils, Vol. 1. p.634, 635. (9) Vid. Dr. 
Inett's Hiſtory of the Engliſh Church, Vol. 1. p. 387. 


and Vol. 2. p. 8. (r) Malmesbury 4e Pontif. L. 1. 


p-. 404. 


that 


by Stigand (r): So others tell us 


that Stigand, when deſired by the Con- 


queror, refuſed to crown him, becauſe he 
was a Man of Blood (/). Laſth, in the 
Year 1070, Stigand was, for the Pretences 
abovementioned, Deprived by the Coun- 
cil of Wincheſter, which was ſummon'd by 


the Pope's Legares, and at which the Con- | 
queror was preſent. And tho? it is no 


Wonder, as I before obſerved, thar -the 
Pope's Legates ſhould think Stigand de- 


ſerved Deprivation for having fo long 


contemned the Papal ' Power: Yet there 
is no queftion but they were in this Point 
govern'd by the Conqueror, who had ſent 
or them over, and who, if we may be- 
lieve Eadmer, order'd Eccleſiaſtical as well 
as Civil Affairs, according to his own 
Pleaſure (r), and would not ſuffer any 


Archbiſhop. of Canterbum, when he pre- 


ſided in a General Council, to command 
or prohibit any thing, but according to 
what he himſelf had firſt ordered (a). 
Now, as to the Conqueror, we have 
Ground to think, that the only true Cauſe 


of his procuring Stigand to be Deprived, 
was becauſe he durſt not truſt him. One 


. To ) Vid. Brompton in 10 Scriptor. p · 96 2. (t) Eadm. 
Hit. Nov. L. 1. Cuncta Divina ſimul & Humana ejus 
nutum expectabant. Add Malmesb. ibid. (u)] Eadmer. 
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of the Pretences indeed which he made 
for invading England, was to revenge the 


Wrong alledg'd to be done to Archbiſhop 
Robert. And it is highly probable that 


he made that Pretence to pleaſe the Pope, 


and engage him on his Side. But the 
Hiſtorians ſuggeſt, and it is reaſonable; to 


believe, that it was really for his own 
Iatereſt, that he did from the beginning 


deſign not to ſuffer Stigand (whom he 


could never confide in, as having been 


made Archbiſhop in Oppoſition to the 


Norman Intereſt) to continue in a Stati - 
on, where he had ſo great an Influence; 


but was reſolved to remove him the firſt 


convenient Opportunity, and only made 
uſe of this as a Pretence to do it. And 
that it was only a Pretence is confirm'd, 
becauſe at the ſame Council he cauſed ſe- 
veral other Exeliſþ Biſhops to be Depriv- 
ed on no Pretence at all, but only to make 
room for Normans (w). 1 2 
But whatever Opinion the Pope and 
Milliam the Conqueror might have of the 


DP" 


1 


5 


w) Mr. Collier, in his Eceleſiaſtical Hiſtory, Vol. 1. 
p. 240. 4. having related the Deprivation of Stigand and 
others, obſerves, That the Conqueror made it bis Bufs- 
neſs to throw the Englith out of Poſts of Honour and 
Profit, to open the Way for bis Normans, and eſta- 
bliſh bis New Conqueſt. _ 5 5 
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Validity of Lay-Deprivation; it is cer- 
tain that the Eugliſu Church own'd Si- 


gaud Nineteen Years, and that ſhe had ſo 


good an Opinion of his Title, that the 
Conqueror found it for his Intereſt at firſt 
to own and careſs him, as I before ob- 


ſerved. And to this I know but one Ob- 


jection, viz. That MWulſtan being made Bi- 
ſhop of Worceſter in the Year 1062, de- 


clined being conſecrated by Stigand, be- 


cauſe he was Excommunicated by the 
Pope. But Walftan appears to have been 
ſingular in this ; and perhaps he might 


not think fit to be conſecrated by a Per- 


ſon, whom he judged to be unjuſtly 


excommunicated, till the Sentence of Ex- 


communication was reverſed. Beſides, he 
might not be willing to offend the Pope's 
Legates, who were then preſent, and had 
perſuaded him to accept of the Biſhop- 
rick. And after all, he took the Oath of 
Canonical Obedience to Stigand in Per- 
ſon (x), which demonſtrates that he own'd 


Stigand's Title to the Archbiſhoprick (). 


And it is obſervable, that in the whole 


: Courſe of this Affair, as well as Milfrid's, it is 


„ 


(x) Brompton inter 10 Seriptores, col. 952. aliique. 
(») From whence it follows plainly, that be continued 


- is the Exerciſe of his Function. Mr. Collier in his Ec- 


clefiaſtical Hiſtory, Vol. 1. p. 225. 4. | 
„„ 1 
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now here ſaid, that Robert was Deprived by 
an incompetent Power. It does not ap- 
| pear. that the Pope's Letters, which Ro. 
| Er was bringing from Rome, take any 
Notice of that, but only that he was 
innocent of the Crimes laid to his Charge 
(z). Nothing of this Nature is aſſerted 
in the Proceedings of the Council of Win. 
cheſter, Nor is it neceſſarily implied in 
their accuſing him, That he intruded into 
the Archbiſhoprick while Robert was living. 
For this might, and in all Probability did 


mean, not that the Civil Power. was in- 
competent, but only that it was not the 
laſt Reſort, in Cauſes of Deprivation ; and 


that S:i24and had diſown'd the Authority of 


the Pope, by taking Poſſeſſion of his See 
before the Death of Robert, and before 


the Court of Rome had given Sentence 


upon Robert's applying thither. And con- 
ſequently this is no more than would have 


been ſaid of a Man, who ſhould have 
ſucceeded in a See upon an Eccleſiaſtical 


Sentence of Depri vation paſsd in Oppo- 


ſition to the Papal Power. And farther, 
if this Accuſation had meant any thing 
more, and if the Acknowledgment of 


——— — 
. . CD. tanned 


(z) Cum Epiſtolis Innocentiæ & Reſtitutiouis ſuæ al- 
legatricibus rediens. Malmegbury ſupra. OH 
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e had then been eſteemed 
ſuch a Crime as it is now by our Ad- 
verſaries: the 'Monkiſh Writers would 
undoubtedly have expreſſed it plain enough, 
becauſe being Partiſans of Rome, they ſay 
all they can to blacken Srigand's Chara“ 
der: Tho'even Malmesbary owns ſo much, 
as that he was 4 wiſe and actide Man (4), * 
There are ſeveral other Inſtances of our 
Church's owning the Sueceſſors of Biſhops 
Deprived by the Lay-Power' before the 
Conquelt.-' But it is preſumed, that thoſe 
which I have produced will be SatisfaQto- 
ry; eſpecially ſince the Perſons reſpectively 
concern'd in the Caſes of Wilfrid and Sti- 
gand, were Men of great Figure and Abi- 
lities, as well as of high Stations in the 
Church: And in both thoſe Caſes we ſee, . 
not a haſty Opinion of our Church upon a, | 
ſudden Emergency, but what was her deli- 
berate Judgment for many Years together : 
And the former alſo ſhews us, the Judg- 
ment of the Saxo Emnzliſh Church, as to 
Lay-Deprivation, ſoon after ſhe was ſettled; 
as the latter does, that her Senſe of this 
Matter was the very ſame at the Con- 
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After the Conqueſt, ſome Alterations 
were introduced into our Eccleſiaſtical, as i 
well as our Civil Eſtabliſhment ; but yet | 
the Conſtitution of our Church continued 
the ſame in Subſtance. Indeed the Papal 
Power prevail'd in ſome Inſtances, but | 
that was an Uſurpation; and whatever 
the Practice were, the Right and the Law ; 
was much what it had been. 1 f 
The Civil Power exerciſed Legiſlative þ 
Authority in ſpiritual Matt ere are 8 
innumerable Acts of Parliament about Ec- ; 
cleſiaſtical Things and Perſons, reſtraining p 
the Encroachments of the Canons upon the F 
Civil Juriſdiction, and giving Direction for 
the Iaſtruction of the People r- k 
and the like: For Inſtance, the Laws of Þ 
Clarendon, the Statutes of Mortmain, and Ir 
thoſe againſt Papal Proviſions, Circumſpecte 6 
agatis, Articuli Cleri & pro Clero, Re. pn 
Our Kings and Parliaments maintained 
the Right of Lay-Patrons to preſent to 
Churches, and that our Kings had wei of 
_ nally a Right to collate to Biſhopricks, 
and that their confenting to Capitular E- 
lections, was a Conſent of Grace, and not 
of Right: That Elections were firſt granted 
on this Condition, that the Kings Licenſe to , 

chuſe ſhould firſt be d:manded, and after the 
Election his Royal Aſſent ſhould be obtained: 5 
and that if thoſe Conditions were not 8 Se 
| Ke | the e 


Nonjurors 131 


the Thing e to its firſt Nature, and 
the Ring for that Time had the Collation 65. 
Our "Kings alſo aſſerted and exerciſed 
Supreme Juriſdiction in 9 or 
ſes, and over Eccleſiaſtical Perſons. 
had a Right by our Law to diſpen 65 ors 
Canon Law in ſome Caſes (c). O Willie 
the Conqueror eftabliſhed our Eccleſiaſtical 


Courts: Whereas before him, the fame 


Courts tried both Civil and Eccleſiaſtical 


Cauſes (4). And the Laws of -Clarendoz 
by Becket himſelf! 


to be the ancient ü- 


ſtoms of the Kingdom, appoint, that Ap- 
peals ſhall lie from the Archdeacon to the 


Biſhop, from the Biſhop to the Archbiſhop, 
and gin the Archbiſhop to the King, and 
that the King's Determination ſhall be 
final, unlefs he ſhall think fit to conſent 
otherwiſe. | 115 
But in thoſe Times it is not caly to nul 
many clear Inſtances of Regal Deprivati- 
on; not only becauſe the Papal Uſurpati- 
ons were grown to ſuch a Height, that 
it was ſometimes unſafe for a King to pro- 
voke a Fope; buy becauſe when 0 


na. at. th e 


6 be. 


(b) Vid. 25 Ed. 3. c. 6. Anno 1350. 600 For Une, 
as to Pluralities and Commendams. V. 2 Roll Abridg- 
ment 233. (4) Vid. Selden of Tithes, Ch. 14. F. 418. 
Spelman Councils, Vol. 2. p. 14. 
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132 ATRRATISE Againſt the 
fell under the Dif] pleaſure of our K ings, 


the Popes artfully tranſlated: e 0- 
ther real or titular Biſhopricks, and there- 


by either prevented their Condemoation 


by the Civil Power, or at leaſt made it 


doubtful, Whether their Sees became void 


by the Acts of the Papal or Civil Power. 


And poſſibly our Princes might ſometimes 


be contented to have their Enemies re- 


moved in any Manner, rather than en- 


But. as I before obſerved, the Law was 
ſtill the ſame; and the Civil Powers con- 


tinued to poſſefs the Right of Deprivati- 


on, having never reſigned it by any Act of 
theirs. And in particular the King retain'd 


an Authority in ſome Caſes to Deprive 


Presbyters of their Cures. And the ſame 

Law, which gave him that Authority, if 
it did not, yet might as well have autho- 
rized him to Deprive Biſhops. For there 
are the ſame ObjeQions againſt the King's 


Depriving Pre byters, which our Adverſa- 


ries make againſt the Lay-Deprivation of 
Biſhops. - That the King had then a Right 


by Law to Deprive Fresbyters in ſome 


Caſes is plain ; becauſe, as I am aſſured 


by thoſe who underſtand theſe Matters, 


Free Chapels, and Churches which were Dona- 
tive, and as ſome ſay other Churches, founded 


| by the King, were, even without any ſpecial 


Exemption, 


<a © „ Oo 


YT a? 


18 


OO RBAs 


7 GO 


= 


5 PF 


Exemption, viſitable only by this Chancellor, 
unleſs 4 ſpecial Viſitor were appointed by him 
(e). Aud he that map Viſit, may Deprive. 
And by the 26 Henry 8. and 1 Eliz, The 
only Power given to the Eccleſiaſtical Commiſ- 


ſioners was ta viſit, without a Word of De- 


privation; yet they were always allowed a Power 
to Deprive (f). And by Parity of Reaſon, 
it ſeems highly probable, that our Kings 
had then a. Right to Deprive Criminal 


| Biſhops, For, as I have before proved (g, 


all Biſhopricks were anciently Donative 


by the King, as. well as his Donative 


Churches. And tho? he granted to Chap- 
ters the Liberty of chuſing their reſpective 


Biſhops, yet he never gave to them a 


Power of Viſiting their Biſhops. . And the 


Statute of Proviſors, 25 Ed. 3. declares, 


That the Church of England mas founded in 
an Eſtate of Prelacy by our Rings and Nobles; 


and that the Poſſeſſions which were 2 we. 


to our Archbiſbops and Biſbops, were aſſigned 
to them by the ſame Perſons. And if the 
the King .might Deprive an Incumbent _ 


YR —m——— 


le) Coke upon Littleton, Fol.96 and 344. 2 Roll's A- 
bridgment, p. 230, 231, 232. Firzherbert's Natura Br e- 


| wium, p. 42. &, b Davis, p. 73. (F) Salkeld's- Re- 


ports, p. 135. (] Supra, p. 109. And Biſhopricks 


<.- 


way that Power, Anno 1107. 


continued Donarive till King Henry the Firft granted a- 


K 3 "Of 
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might ſurely with as good Reaſon 


prive a Biſhop, becauſe he founded his 


Biſhoprick, and never ſubjected it to the 
Pope. And this is confirmed, becauſe it 
was then, as well as it is now, a Maxim 
in Law (H), that the ing is Supreme Or. 
| dinary. Now an Archbiſhop of Canterbury 

has claimed and exerciſed! the Authority 
of Depriving a Suffragan, and it has been 
allowed him (). And bow the: King 
could be ſupreme Ordinary, and yet have 
leſs Authority than an interior Ordinary, 
will be hard to conceive. OE 
In the Reign of King Henry the 8th, 
there were ſeveral Acts of Parliament paſ- 
ſed relating to Religion ; The Right of 
Nominating Biſhops was reſtor'd to the 
King, and exerciſed by him, and ſubmit- 
ted to by the Ezgliſh Church. Supreme 

Juriſdiction in all Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes was 
alſo reſtored to the Crown, and was ſub» 


8 


2 — — a, 2 T * * — — * * * a 


%) The Truth of this Maxim appears from the King's 
having a Power to make Appropriations, grant Com- 
mendams, and receive Appeals from the Archbiſhop. 
(i) Viz. by the Delegates, and by the Court of Kings. 
Bench, and by the Houſe of Lords in the late Biſhop | 
Watſon's Caſe, | | | 


mitted 


of one o his Donative Churches; becauſe 
he founded that Church, and never ſub- 
jected it to the Biſhop's Juriſdiction ; he 


of the Laity (#). 


. 


In particular, that Branch of Eccleſia- 
ſtical Juriſdiction, the Authority of De- 
priving Criminal Biſhops, was then claim- ' 
ed and exerciſed by the Civil Power; and 
the Eccleſiaſtical ſubmitted to, and ap- | 


proved of the Claim. The Weceſſary Eru- 


dition publiſned by King Henry the 8 th, , 
declares, That jo Princes of Right, and by 


God's Commandment it belongeth, if they 


(Biſhops and Prieſts) ob/tinately withſtand” 
their Princes kind Monition, and will not © 
amend their Faults, then and' in ſuch Caſe 
to put others in their Rooms and Places, 

King Heyry paſſed ſeveral Depriving Laws 
(1) ; particularly one, whereby he actually 
Deprived the Biſhops of Worceſter and 
Salisbury in the 25th Year of his Reign (). 
And the then Exz/i Church did, accord- 

ing to the Principles of our Adverſaries, 
approve of that Deprivation, becauſe ſhe ' 


- communicated wih the Succeſſors of thoſe 
Deprived Biſhops. Nay, ſhe expreſly own'd 


the Authority of the Civil Power to De- 


() 28 Hen. 8. c. 10. 35 Hen. 8. ci 1. (00 21 Hen. 
8. c. 13. (m) Vid. Record's of Biſhop Burnet's Hiſto- 


ry of the Reformation, Vol. 1. p. 121. 


Kk 47 prive 


mitted to, and acknowledged upon Oath | 
in the moſt ſolemn Manner by the Bi- 
ſhops and Clergy of England, and by many * 
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prive. For, as the late learned Biſhop Bur. 
net aſſures us (), the Neceſſary Eradition 
abovementioned, which ſo fully aſſerts the 
Prince's Power to Deprive, was agreed 
upon in Convocation in the Year 1532. 
And All, who took the Oath of Supremacy, 
owned the ſame Thing. For the Autho- 
rity to Deprive is manifeſtly a Branch of 
the Supremacy according to our Law. _ 
But perhaps it may not ſeem neceſſa- 
ry to be very particular in the Proof of 
theſe Things, ſince ſome of our Adver- 
ſaries are ſo far from denying, that they 
complain that King Hen, the 8th exer- 
ciſed the Power in Queſtion, and that he 
carried the Supremacy to an unjuſtifiable 
Height; and they call that King's Reign 
a Reign of Violence; yet whatever other 
Faults that Prince might be guilty of, he 
is in this reſpeQ blamed more than he de- 
ſerves ; and it is plain from what has been 
ſhewn before (o), that our Statutes and 
Canons are in the right to call the Laws 
eſtabliſhing the Kings Supremacy, Laws 
which reſtore to the Crown the ancient Juriſ- 


 diflion over the State Eccleſiaſtical (p), and 


9 : A . 9 in LPS. * ve 


| | (») Hiflory of the Ref. Vol, 1. p. 137. (o] Supra, 
p. 91. G (p) Eliz, Cap, 1. and the firſt of the 
Canens made in 1603, . 1 5 


not 


„ 


4 
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not Laws which give the Crown a new 


Power, which it had not beſore the Pope's 
Uſurpations. And therefore, when one 
Lalor, in the beginning of King James the 
Firſt's Reign had acted as the Pope's Vi- 
car General, and exerciſed Epiſcopal Ju- 


riſdiction in Tre/and, he was indicted and 
convicted upon the 16 Rich. 2. cap. 5. and. 


not upon any later Law, to ſhew, that long 
before King Henry the 8th's Reign, almoſl 
as ſevere Laws were made againſt the 
Pope's Uſurpation upon the Rights of the 


Crown of Exgland, as any Statutes which 
have been ma 


e ſince, tho? then the King, 
Lords and Commons who made the Laws, 
and the Judges who interpreted the Laws, 


profeſſed the Popiſh Religion (7). 


And they are very much miſtaken, who- 


: imagine, that King Henry the 8th claimed 


any Right to diſcharge Eccleſiaſtical Fun- 


| Qtions himſelf, or to ordain others to diſ- 
charge them. The Statutes indeed are 


worded very ſtrong to ſhut out the Pope's 


Uſurpations, and to cut off all the Eva- 


ſions of his Adherents: But the true Mean- 
ing of the King's being Supreme Head of 
the Church, was that the King had a Right 


— 
— 


8 


. * 


4 Vid. Caſe of Premnnire in Sir John Davis's Re- 


ports, Fol. 84. 
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t0'0verſee' and cauſe Biſhops and Prieſts to 
govern and feed their Flocks; and to dif- 
charge all Eccleſiaſtical Functions; not that 
he had a Right to diſcharge ſuch Fun- 
Ctions himſelf, or to appoint Perſons not 
ordain'd to diſcharge them. This is mani- 
feſt from the Inſtitution of « Chriſtian Man, 
publiſhed by the particular Command of 
King Henry the 8th, and ſubſcribed by 
Twenty one Biſhops, beſides many others 
of the Clergy. For there, among other 
Things to the ſame — — it is aſſert- 
ed (r), That Chriſt and his Apoſtles did 


e ³inſtitute and ordain in the New Teſta- 


4 ment, that beſides the Civil Powers and 
„ Governance of Kings and Princes, there 
« ſhould alſo be continually in the Church 


« Militant certain other Miniſters or Of. 


“ ficers, which ſhould have ſpecial Pow- 
« er, Authority and Commiſſion under 


& Chriſt to preach and teach; to diſpenſe 


« and adminiſter the Sacraments; to Con- 
4 ſecrate the bleſſed Body of Chriſt in 

« the Sacrament of the Altar; to Looſe 

<« and Abſolve; to Bind and Excommuni- 
“ cate; to Order and Conſecrate others in 
* the ſame Room, Order, and Office. 
* And in another Place (/), We may 


— 


(y) Fol. 39. N Fel. zo. 
* not 
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« not chigkithie it doth appertain unto 
the Office of Kings and Princes to prłach 
4 and teach, to adminiſter the Sacraments, 
„ to abſolve, to excommunicate, and ſuck 
« other Things belonging to the Office 

and Adminiſtration of Biſhops and Prieſts; 
6 but we muſt think and believe that God 


© hath made Chriſtian Kings to be, as the 


„Chief Heads and  Overlookets: over the! 
„ ſaid: Prieſts and Bi 
« to adminiſter their and Power 
committed unto them purely and fins 
4 cerely, and in caſe they ſhall be Neg· 
« ligent in any Part thereof, to cauſe 


* them to ſupply and repair the ſame a- 
« gain. Thus we ſee, that there was no 


Delign then to deny, but to aſſert 
and maintain the Divine Inſtitution of the 
Sacred Order; and yet that it was judg'd: 


lawful for Kings to Deprive Criminal Bi- 


ſhops: Which ; that Lay-Depriva» 
tion was then thought, (what I have 
proved it to be) very conſiſtent with 
Chriſt's Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy. 


Our Adverfaries, who have ee | 


King Henry the Sch, would have done 
well to Me conſidered, that all our Pro- 
teſtant Princes ſince, have claimed and 
exerciſed the ſame Authority in Religious 


Matters, which he did, that our Church 


= * aſſerted, that our Princes 
had 


to cauſe them 
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had a juſt Title to that Authori 
that her Biſhops and Clergy, and 


ed it upon Oath. 


Queen Elixabeth indeed, in an Admo- 


nition annexed to her Injunctions in the 
Firſt Lear of her Reign declared, that 
[ſhe claimed one other Authority in Eccle- 
ſiaſtica! Matters, than what had been chal- 
lenged and uſed by Ring Henry the 8th, aud 
Ki Edward the 6th. And ſhe explained 
that Authority much in the ſame Manner, 

| a8 1 have ſhewa King Henry the 8th to 
have explained it. For ſhe declared 1 that 


ſhe did not challenge Authority and Pomer 
of Miniſtry of Divine Service in the Church, 


t under God to have the Sovereignty and 


cleſiaſtical or Temporal within her Realms, ſo 
as 10 foreign Power ought to have any Supe- 
riority over them. And the 5th of Elix. 

Chap. 1. enacted, That the Oath of Su- 
premacy . ſhould be taken to Her Maje- 


ity, Her Heirs and Succeſſors in the ſame 
Senſe, as ſhe had expounded it in the a. 


bove-mentioned Admonition. And that 
Act being {till in Force proves, that our 


Princes alſo to this Day challenge no other 


Authority. From whence it neceſſarily 
follows, that neither Queen Eligaberh nor 
any 


Ll q 
cr 4: £ 
we 
*. an 
: > | 
* 1 7 
4 


f her Laity, and particularly ſome o our 
Adverſaries themſelves have acknowledg- 


* 

* ; * 5 ; 
LS. F A * 
3 oy 1 
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Matters, than King Henry the 8rb and 
King Edward the 6% did. } Heir effOf 7141 


But it is as plain from their Laws and 


Praftice, that they did not challenge any 
4% Authority in thoſe Matters, than King 
Hur) the $th did. For they have paſl 
many Laus relating to Religion; and by 
the way, they have been efteemed and 


not cenſured” for ſo doing. They have 
conſtantly nominated- Biſhops: and they 
habe enacted many Depriving Laws, ſome 

or other almoſt in every Reign (z). And 


they have alſo in every Reign executed 
ſuch Laws, and actually Deprived Bi- 
ſhops or Presbyters :” And I have before 


_ obſerved, that there are the ſame” 'Obje- 
_ Qtions againſt the Lay-Deprivation'of Pres- 


byrers, which our Adverſaries make a- 
gainſt the Lay Deprivation of Biſhops. 


EKing Eaward the oth Deprived ſeveral Bi- 


ſhops by his Delegates, Laymen as well 
as Eccleſiaſticks, and ſometimes only by 


Lay-Delegates; particularly he Deprived 


Bonner, Gardiner, Heath, Day and Tonſt al, 


» Math A ”_ 1 


( For Inſtance, 2 and 3 Ed. 6. cap. 20. 1 Eliz. cap. i 
and 2. 13 Eliz. cap. 12. 31 Eliz. cap. 6. 14 Cat. 2. 
cap. 4. e | EE | 


4 | . f * 


any of our Protiſt ant Princes ſince, chal- 
lenged any more Authority in Eccleſiaſti- 


reſpectively 
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f 1142 ATRAEAT ISE gg unſt tbe 


.reſpeRively Biſhops, of Landon, Wi; lee, 
Herten Chicheſter and hes («). - 
The Firſt of E/iz. chap, 1. Required the 
Biſhops and Clergy to acknowledge the 
{Queen's Supremacy. upon Oath, on Pain 
of Deprivacion ; and for refuſing that Oath 
ſhe Deprived Fourteen Biſhops, beſides 
many Presbyters (w), and both our Church 
and State then acknowledged the Validity 
of that Parliamentary Deprivation. For 
upon that Deprivation, and not before, 
\thiir itlecs: whos dackend void; and then, 
not before, our Church proceeded: to 
l. up es Sees by electing, and after- 
ward conſecrating their Succeſſors. If 
the Popiſh Biſhops would have taken that 
Oath, they would have been continued in 
their Sees, as one of them, Nitchin of Lan- 
deff, was. And it is as unqueſtionable, 
that they would have been Deprived bare- 
ly for refufing that Qath, tho they ſhould | 
have conformed-in other Reſet; ; as it 
is probable they might have done, if that 
nch had not them required ; becauſe many 
of the Papiſts did actually conform to our 
Church · Service for a cpalxderable Time 


(4) Biſhop Burnet 1 Hiftory of the ente Vol, 
2. p- 122, Cc. yu p- 165, 103, 216. | (w) Ibid. 
r: 401. 

| after 
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alter that. The papiſts then pretended to 


prove, that we had no regular Miniſtry, 
from .thoſe very Principles, which our 


new Adverſaries have revived, wiz. be- 


cauſe, as the alledged, our Proteſtant Bi- 
ſnops had ſucceeded into Sees rightfully 
full; their -Popiſh Predeceſſors being De- 
prived by the Queen and Parliament, and 


conſequently invalidly Deprived. And our 
learned Men in aniwer owned, that the 


Popiſh Biſhops were Deprived by the 
Queen and Parliament ; but ſhewed, that 


the Civil Power had Authority to De- 


prive. 


ink then we be, as our Adverſaries call 
us, Schiſmaticks or Hereticks, for acknow- 
ledging the Validity of Lay - Deprivation; 


for the ſame Reaſon our firſt Reformers 


were ſo, of whom our Adverſaries pre- 


tend to be the true, and at preſent the 
only Succeſſors. But if our firſt Reform 
ers were, as they certainly were, in the 
right to approve of thoſe Lay-Depri- 
vations in the Reigns of King Edward the 


6th and Queen Elzabeth; then we alſo 
have as good Ground to maintain, that 
Princes at preſent have Authority to De- 
prive criminal Biſhops. 


Our Adverſaries object indeed, that the 


| Biſhops ſaid to be Deprived by Queen 
| Elizabeth were Papiſts, and conſequently: 


they 


4 ATazAr Len Gele 


a - 


they were Schiſmaticks or Hereticks, and 


their Sees were really void, before the 
Queen Deprived them. But it is not ma- 
terial, whether thoſe Sees were void on 


other Accounts, or no, unleſs the Church 


or State of England then judged thoſe Sees 
to be void on other Accounts, and not 


on Account of the Queen's Deprivation; 
which our Adverſaries have not yet at- 
tempted to prove, and never can prove, 

as may appear from what I have already 


o 


- In the 1oth Year of King James the 


Firſt, the High-Commiſſion Court depri- 


ved the Biſhop of Down for a Civil Crime 
| (x). That Court alſo did in the ſame Reign 


Deprive one Mache, a Presbyter of t 
Church of Bladen ()). | 


la the Year x630, in the Reign of King 


Charles the Fir, the High-Commiſſion 


Court degraded Dr. Leighton of his Mini- 


oft) Mr: Gerber, 6 tengren this Objection, adds 


(old Engliſh Conſtitution Vindicated, p. 93.) That Queen 


Elizabeth ON LX reſtored the Remainder of the Epiſco- 
pal College deprived by Dueen Mary. Which implies, 


that the Deprived no more Popiſh Bithops, than ſhe re- 


ſtored Proteſtant ones; who had been Deprivea by Queen 
Mary. Whereas the reſtored ouly two Proteſtant Biſhops, 
viz. Barlow-and-Scory-; but the Deprived elevea Popith 


Bi ſhops, according to the loweſt Account. Vid. Fuller's. 


'Church' Hiffo: y,' Book 9. p. 58, 63: () Ruthworth's | 


Collections, Vol. 2, p. 428. (9g) Ibid. Append. 
Pe 15. 55 ä 
EE. - ſtry 


rr 


231. (a) Ibid. Vol. 1. p. 435+ 


% 


© 


ſtry for Sedition and Falſe Doctrine (2). 


la the ſame Reign, in the Year 1637, 


Mr. Snelling, a Presbyter, and Rector of 


St. Paul's Cray in Kent, was Deprived of 


the ſaid ReQory by that Court for refuſing 


to read the Book of Sports, and to bow 
at the Name of Jeſus . Ces da”: 
In the ſame Reign alſo, not only were 


Mr. Bernard (6) and Mr. Chancey (c), re- 
ſpeQively ſuſpended from their Miniſtr 


by the ſame Court for Eccleſiaſtical Of-. 
fences ;, but the King, in the Year 1672, 


baniſh'd Archbiſhop Abbot to Ford beyond 
Canterbury, for refuſing to Licenſe Dr. Sib- 
thorp's Sermon, and commiſſion'd Biſhop 


Laud, and four more Biſhops, to perform all 


Acls and Things any Way touching or con- 
cerning the Power, Jariſdiftion or Authority 
of the Archbiſhop of Canterbury in Caaſes 
or Matters Eccleſiaſtical, as amply and ef 
feflually as the Archbiſhop himſelf might have 
done; and he commanded Archbiſhop 4bbot 


zo ſuffer the ſaid Commiſſioners to execute 


that Commiſſion : which they accordingly did 
execute, and the Archbiſhop ſubmitted, tho? 


very unwillingly (4). And in the ſame 
Reign alſo, in 1637, Dr. Williams, then 


p . 
_ Oe #3 "Er * 8 * Y 4 £ 3 te. OS. Pry 


[z) Ibid. Vol. 2. p. 57. and Append. p. 29. (a) Ibid, 
Vel. 2. P+ 460. ; (b) Ibid. 5. 142. | (e) Ibid. Pag. 
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146 ATREATISE againſt the 


Biſhop of Lincoln, was by the Star- Cham- 
ber ſuſpended 46 Officio & Beneficio, for a 
Civil Crime, and impriſon'd in the Tower 
during the King's Pleaſure, where he con- 
' tinued till 1640 (e). Now, to be ſuſpend- 
ed 4b Officio, as theſe Biſhops and Clergy- 
men were, is the ſame thing as to be De- 


prived, except as to the Duration ; a Su- 


ſpenſion 46 Officio, being really a temporary 
Deprivation, and Deprivation being only 
a Suſpenſion. ab Officio for Life ; .and there- 
fore Dr. Hickes ſpeaks of Lay-Deprivation 


and Lay-Suſpenſion as, in his Opinion, e- 


qually unlawful (J). EE 
_ » Commonly indeed ſome of the Commiſ- 


ſioners, who thus ſuſpended and depriv- 


ed, were Biſhops, but this was not eſteem- 
ed neceſſary, nor was it always the Pra- 


| Qtice (g). And when Biſhops were Com- 
miſſioners, they were mixed with Lay- 


Com- 
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takes Notice of one of Queen Elizabeth's Eccleſiaſtical 
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Commiſſioners, and ated by Virtue of 


the ſame Royal Commiſſion, as the Lay- 


Commiſſioners did; and the Acts of the 


Lay-Commiſſioners were as Valid in Law, 


as thoſe of the Epiſcopal ones; ſo that 
the Acts of thoſe Biſhops were Acts 


of the Civil Power in the Eye of our 
Law; and in the Opinion of our Church 
too: Since ſhe never made any Diſtin- 


ction between the Acts of the Lay - Com- 


miſſioners, and thoſe of the Eccleſiaſtick 
ones, but has admitted both as equally 
Valid. FG | 

By the AQ of Uniformity, in the 14th 


of Car. 2. many Hundreds were Depri- 


ved, of whom ſeveral had been epiſco- 
pally Ordain'd. By that Act Miniſters 


were required to ſubſcribe a Declaration, 
which was in ſome Reſpects of a Civil 


Nature. For part of it was to the follow- 
ing Effect: I do hold there lies no Obligation 


upon me or any other Perſon, from the Oath 


commonly called the ſolemn League or Covenant, 
to endeavour any Change or Alteration of Go- 


1 — * TIEN 0 FTIR mY * PY > 


Commiſſions, in which there were Fourteen Commiſſion- 
ers, and not one of them was a Biſhop, and only one or 
at moſt two of them Presbyters; and Mr. Collier ob- 
ſerves, that thoſe Fourteen Commiſſioners managed pure- 
ly upon the Strength of the Regale. They had no Autho- 
rity but what they received from the Queen, 


LAN vernment, 


i * 2 > 
G , . — e OG IO EI 1 a6 i 
1 * 4 J » —_ * n * n GIF 3 TY ee e ” POOR > \ 4 
* ——————— ——— - 1 5 , —Y Tr : Foal RIS „ 
4 — — ave P 2 LE N ARR, : 2 232 — neehe N 2 AY * — 
5 * - 2 * 1 2 6 3 * ates 
pw Tis > > er 7 A N r WT — e 3 : 2 n 8 e 2 — 
my I KN * Lt 4 G 2 =7 » 8 1 1 * 8 8 - 
7 0 : — ae _ - 


4 « * n n 
8 * I” 
9 wack 

. IF tr 


. 
F > 


* * CES = 5 36 5 hd Bs 
Py 1 7 re 
Eh 7 LY 5 * e 


— ͤ— ' 


9 * 


5: ages. — ae 
— 22 — 229 — 


5 of _— A. 1 8 
S hed ee En RE 


n 
n r 
Pe” PEN Rs ; 


ob r46 


' 5 So Fx gy p 4% 
* * * * 
1 wi ro Iv PN 
8 2 rr Dr 


* 
— ons 


8 rod . * 


8 * cc Tx Hh 
— "OIL er ooh a 
3 — Feuoe: 


148 ATREAT ISE agarnſt the 
ernment, either in Church or STATE, and 
that the ſame was in it ſelf an unlawful Oath, 
and impoſed againſt the known Laws and Liber- 
ties of this Kingdom. And I have been 
informed, that ſome of thoſe Deprived Mi- 
niſters were willing to have complied in 
other Reſpects; only they did not think 
it lawful to ſubſcribe this Declaration; and 
it is poſſible that they might ſcruple no- 
thing but the Civil Part of it (00. So 
that it is certain, that ſeveral Perſons e- 
piſcopally Ordained, were Deprived by 
that Act of Parliament; and it does not 
appear but that they were alſo Deprived 
for a Civil Cauſe. And yet I am per- 
ſuaded, that our Ad verſaries have never 
yet condemned that Act, at leaſt not 
publickly; and that they never pronoun- 
ced that King and Parliament Schiſma- 
ticks for making, nor the then Church of 
_ Schiſmarical for approving that 
And as our Proteſtant Princes claimed 
and exerciſed the ſame Authority in Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Matters, which King Henn the 


— 


— 


(4) Mr. Collier in his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, Vol. 2. 
. 889. ſays of theſe Deprived Miniſters, The Grounds for 
* were not the ſame to every individual 
pPerſon; yet about two Thouſand of them loſt their Pre- 
ferments upon ſcrupling ſome Parts of the Statute. - 


- VIlth 
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ViIIch did, particularly that of Depriving 


Spiritual Perſons :- So our Church has a 


along not only ſubmitted to that Autho- 


rity, and indirectly approved it; but has 
directly maintained it by Acts purely Ec- 


cleſiaſtical. The Articles of the Church 


of England were agreed upon in Convo- 
cation in Queen Elizabeth's Reign, and 
confirmed by the Laity by an Act of 
Parliament (i); and every Clergyman to 
this Day gives his Aſſent and Conſent to 


them. Now in the 37th Article it is de- 


clared, that the chief Government of all E- 


| ſtates of this Realm, whether they be Eccle« 


ſiaſtical or Civil, in all Cauſes, does apper- 


tain to the Queens Majeſty, The Canons 


made in 1603 are ſtill, and always were, 


of undoubted Authority: And the firſt, 


| ſecond, 36th and 55th of thoſe Canons 


declare, that t he Ring 8 ſupreme Govber- | 


Dernour in all Cauſes, aud over all Perſons, as 
well Eccleſiaſtical as Civil , and decree, that 


whoſoever ſhall impeach in any Part the King's 
Legal Supremacy in Cauſes Eccleſiaſtical re- 


ſtored ro the Crown, and by the Laws of the 
Realm therein eſtabliſhed, he ſhall be excom- 


municated ipſo facto. The Oath of Supre- 


macy being taken by all our Clergy, and 


1 


()) Viz. 13 Ez, cap: 12. comp. 14 Car. 2. cap. 4. 


55 
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many of our Laity, and the Oath of 
Homage being taken by every Biſhop, 
may well be underſtood to declare di- 
rectly the Senſe of our Church. Now 
the Oath of Supremacy, as it was word- 
ed till the Revolution, did contain, and 
2 Biſhop's Oath of Homage does till 
contain a Declaration, That the King is 
the only Supreme Governour of this Realm, 
1 well in all Spiritual or Eccleſiaſtical Things 
or Cauſes as Temporal; and a Promiſe #0 
aſſiſt and defend all Juriſdictions and Autho- 
rities granted, or belonging to the King, or 
united and annexed to the Crown, And a 
Biſhop's Oath of Homage does, as I be- 
fore obſerved, contain alſo an Acknow- _ 
ledgment, that each Biſhop holds the Spiri. 
tualties, as well as the Temporalties of his 
. reſpetFive Biſhoprick entirely of the King 
alone. 5 N ; 
Theſe Articles, Canons, and Oaths, as 
fully aſſert the King's Supremacy in Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Matters, as Words can well 
do; and tho? they do not expreſs, yet 
they neceſſarily impiy that the King has 
in particular an Authority to Deprive. 
For the King, is declared to have Sa- 
preme Power in all Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes, and 
oder all Eccleſiaſtical Perſons. And are not 
Biſhops Eccleſiaſtical Perſons, and Cauſes 
of Deprivation Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes? 1 : 
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The Power of executing. Depri ving 
Laws, is manifeſtly a Branch of the King's - 
Supremacy according to our Law. From 


whence it follows on two Accounts, that 


our Church owns, that the King has a 


Right to Deprive. Firſt, becauſe ſhe 
aſſerts in her Canons the Rightfulneſs of 


that Authority which is given to the King 
by our Law. For the Supremacy ſhe 
maintains, is, The Kings Legal Sapremacy 
in Cauſes Eccleſiaſtical reſtored to the Crown, 


and by the Laws of the Realm therein eſta- 


| bliſhed, and particularly the Juriſdictions 
granted or belonging to the ing, or united 


and annexed to the Crown, Secondly, The 
abovementioned Oaths of Supremacy and 
Homage are like other Oaths, to be ta- 
ken in the Senſe of thoſe who impoſed 
them : And our Law-makers who impo- 
ſed them, did undoubtedly mean, that 
by acknowledging the. King's Supreme Go- 
vernment and Furiſdiction in all Eccleſtaſtical 
Cauſes, we ſhould acknowledge his Right 
to that Authority and Juriſdiction which 
he poſſeſſes in Eccleſiaſtical Things and 
Cauſes, according to our Laws. And there- 
fore all who took thoſe Oaths did implicit- 
ly acknowledge upon Oath the King's 


| Right to execute Depriving Laws. 


And here I cannot but ask by the Way, 


whether thoſe of our Adverſaries, Who 


„ ſub- 


1 
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ſubſcribed our Articles, and took. tes 


of thoſe Oaths, and afterward'denied that 


the Civil Power had Authority to Deprive, 


did ever publickly declare the Unlawful- 
neſs of thoſe Oaths and Subſcription ; or 


did ever, for having been guilty of fuch vo 


unlawful Oaths and Subſcription (as they 
eſteemed them) do Penance and receive 


Pardon from the Church in the Manner, 
which they ſo pereayprorily preſcribe to be 5 


obſerved by others? | 
The Acts and Canons in Biſbop Overall's 


Convocation-Book were paſſed by the ſame 

| Convocation, which made the Canons, 
Arno 1603 : and from them it particularly 
appears, that the Church of England then 


maintained, that our Kings hive Authori- 

oi to Deprive Spiritual deen For in 
the 18th Chapter and Canon, there are 
theſe Words: Fa Upon any Offence com- 


“ mitted by the Prieſts in the Old Teſta» 
5 « ment, they were cenſured and puniſh- 


« ed (by their Kings). Solomon depoſed 


[* « Abiathar from the High-Prieſthood, and 


4 placed Zedot in his Room. And Joſiah 
„„ hkewile thruſt all the Prieſts from the 
Altar of the Lord in Hieraſalem, who 
* had burnt Incenle 1 in __ High Traces (0. 


wy 
* was * - 4 


if 0 + Fingp 13. 5 : 
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«Tf any Man therefore ſhall affirm, that 
ce when the Prieſts in the Old Teſtament 


« any ways offended, they might. not as 
& lawfully be puniſhed by the Civil Gover- 


4 nours as any others, he doth greatly err. 


Here the Convocation plainly aſſerts, 
not only that Solomon depoſed Abiathar 
from the High-Priefthood ; but that he 


_ depoſed him both lawfully and as a King, 
i. e. by that Authority which is lodged in 


all Supreme Civil Powers. For otherwiſe 
they could not from this Inſtance have 
infer'd that Civil Governours in general 


_ might lawfully puniſh Prieſts. And if they 


thought that Solomon, as a King, might 
lawfully Deprive, they muſt have been 
of Opinion, that our Kings have the ſame 
Authority; and indeed their Argument 


ſuppoſes that Civil Governours in gene- 


ral have as great a Power over Eccleſia- 
ſtical Perſons, as Solomon had; and beſides 
they had expreſly aſſerted in the ſecond 
of their Canons, made Anno 1603, That 
our King has the ſame Authority in Cauſes 
Eccleſiaſtical, which the Godly Rings had a- 


„ a GO 


— Thus I have ſhewn, that it is not con- 
trary, but agreeable to the Local Conſtitu- 


tion of our Church and Nation, for the 


Prince to be Supreme in Eccleſiaſtical 


Matters, and particularly to Deprive Cri- 
En"  minal 


NY: 


minal Biſhops » That Our Saxon Ki S EX» 


erciſed the Authority of Depriving : That 
the ſucceeding Kings had a Right to it, 


tho? they did not often exerciſe it : That 


from the Beginning of the Reformation, 


- our Princes have all along both challenged 


and exerciſed this Power, and our Church 


has aſſerted, that it rightfully belonged to 
1 | | 


have ſaid, to anſwer every thing which 
is urged againſt the Authority of the Ci- 


vil Powers to Deprive: However, for 
fuller Satisfaction, I ſhall particularly con- 


ſider the Objections of our Adverſaries. 
Object. 1. Biſhops are Shepherds, Fa- 


& thers, and Governours of the Church, 
& and confequently of Kings themſelves: _ 


And therefore for a King, to hinder Bi- 


« ſhops from exerciſing their Epiſcopal 
„ Office, is for a Spiritual Subject to con- 


4 troul his Spiritual Governours in that 
: 6c very reſpect wherein he is their Sub- 
cc ject (1). | | 


Anſw. Our Adverſaries argue, as if a 


Man could be a ſpiritual Subject only in 


one Reſpect : but there are ſeveral ſorts of 


ſpiritual Subjection. Whatever Submiſſioa 


— 
** 


(3 Dr. Hickes, P. 30, 75, 88, 30s. 
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It may be eaſy, by applying what I 


Princes 


/ 
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J 


Princes may owe to Biſhops in ſome ſpĩ- : 


ritual Reſpects, they are not ſubject to 


Biſhops in that Reſpect wherein they De- 
prive them. Our Adverſaries, when they 
are upon this Topick, ſpeak very meanl7 


of Kings, how much ſoever they magnify 
them upon other Occaſions. But God 
calls Kzngs the Nurſing Fathers even of the 


Church (m), and he calls Cyrus his Shep- 


herd () on account of his commanding 


the Temple to be built. So that Kings 


arein ſome ſenſe Fathers of the Church, and. 
conſequently of Biſhops, as well as Biſhops 
are Fathers of Kings. And this may be 


very well adjuſted, For it is one thing 


to diſcharge ſpiritual Offices, and another 


to command Perſons to diſcharge them. 
When Biſhops are in the actual diſcharge 


of their Office, when they are admini. 
ſtring the Sacraments, and teaching, and 


commanding, and bleſſing in God's Name, 
Submiſſion is due to them, even from 
| Kings. But when Kings command Bi- 
ſhops to diſcharge their Epiſcopal Office, 
or puniſh them for negleQing it, Kings 
are in that reſpect the Superiors of Bi- 
ſhops. Thus Hezekiah commanded (o) the 


P * 5 Wis * — 


ſo Ifaiab 49. 21: l) Ifaiah 44+ 28 
(e) 2 Chron, 29, 1 $+ „ 
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Prieſts and Levites carefully to diſcharge 
their Office, and called them his Sons; ma- 

nifeſting by that Name, as well as by com- 
manding them, that he was their Supe- 

rior in ſacred Matters. And there is a 
multitude of Inſtances of the Jewiſh Kings 

commandingand reproving (p) the Chief 

as well as the Inferior Prieſts, as to ſa- 
cred Matters; and even of depriving them 
upon Occafion, as I have already ſhewn. 
And yet thoſe Prieſts, in the Diſcharge of 
their Office, were ſuperior to Kings. For 
inſtance, when they gave Anſwers with the 
Urim and Thummim (q), and when they 
bleſſed in God's Name; For without all 
Contradiction, the Leſs is bleſſed of the Bet- 
ter (7). And there are parallel Inſtances 
to be found in Matters of another nature. 
A Sovereign Princeſs may marry one of 
her own Subjects, and may make Laws, 
commanding all Husbands to diſcharge 
their Conjugal Duty under proper Penal- 
ties; Which Laws will oblige her own, 
as well as other Husbands ; and yet ſhe 


2 * 
1 _— w—_ 
—_ —CT —_— » — > 


[P] 2 Kings 12. 7. 1 Sam. 14. 18, 19. 2 Sam. 15. 
25, 29. (q) Num. 27. 21. And he (Joſhua) ſhall 
ſtand before Eleazar the Prieſt, who ſhall ask Counſel 
for him after the Judgment of Urim before the Lord: 
at his Word ſhall they go out, and at his Word they 
ſhall come in, both be (Joſhua) and all the Children of 
Iſrael with him. (r) Heb. 9.972 6 . 
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may continue a very obedient Wiſe. Now 
ſuch a Princeſs would, as to Conjugal 
Duty, be in one reſpect Superior, and in 


— 


another Inferior to her Husband. 


Object. 2. Unbelieving Princes have not 


Authority to Deprive. For when St. Pe- 
ter and St. John were prohibited by the 
Sanhedrim, to preach am more in the Name of 
Jeſus; They anſwer'd, Whether it be right 
in the Sight of God, to hearken ' unto you 
more than unto God, judge ye (). And 
there are many other Inſtances of the A- 
poſtles diſobeying ſuch Prohibitions of their 


Civil Superiors, as did in effect amount to 


a Deprivation. And in like manner the 
Primitive Chriſtians for 300 Years toge- 
ther, before the Empire became Chriſtian, 
would not ſubmit, when they were com- 
manded not to execute their Office. And 


if unbelieving Princes cannot Deprive, 


neither can Chriſtian. For Kyzngs by be- 
coming Subjects of the Church get nothing 


more than other Men, but a ſtronger Obliga- 


tion to defend her, Nor, on the other hand, 
do Biſhops loſe any Authority thereby: And 
conſequently, Biſhops ſtill retain the Power 


of Depriving,and of appointing the Bounds | 


— — 
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77 Acts 4. 18, 19. 
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of Dioceſes ; which Power they manifeſt. 


ly exerciſed for the above-mentioned 300 
| MEE (7); © 5 d 30 


| Anſv. The Sanhedrim prohibited Peter 
and John as Apoſtles, as Men who taught 
in the Name of Jeſus; and in prohibiting 


them they intended to prohibit al! the A- 


ſtles. For ſhortly after, the Sanhedrim 


interpret their Words, as if they had been 


delivered to all the Apoſtles. For ſpeak. 
ing to all the Apoſtles, they ſay (2); 
Did not we ſtraitly command you, that you 


ſhould not teach in this Name? But if the 
Sanhedrim had, for Reaſon of State, pro- 
hibited only Peter and John, and permit- 
ted the reſt of the Apoſtles to publiſh the 
_ Goſpel, Thoſe Apoſtles ought undoubt- 


edly to have obey'd ; becauſe ſuch a Pro- 
hibition would not have been deſtruQtive 
to the Apoſtolical Order. For ſuppoſing 


a ſufficient Number of Apoſtles to have 
been allow'd to preach at Jeruſalem, it 
would have been indifferent who of them 
diſcharged that Office: And every one 


knows, that the Civil Power has a Right 


* 


(t) Mr. Dodwel's Vindication, p. 17, 18, 19. Defence 
of Vindic. p. 80, 104. Independency, p- 21. Dr. Hickes, 


P. 63, 75, 76, 105, 124. Mr. Collier's Eceleſiaſtical Hi- 
flory, Vol. 2. p. 615, b. () Acts 5. 28. 


to 
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to command and be obey d in indifferent 


- = 


Matters. e . 
As to the other Inſtances alſo brought 


by Dr. Hickes (n), of the Apoſtles hold- 
ing Aſſemblies, and doing other Acts in 


Diſobedience to the Commands of their 
Civil Superiors; the Commands were ſuch, 


as tended to deſtroy the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion, and intirely to hinder the Preaching | 
of the Goſpel, not Commands bene- 

ficial to the Church, as I have ſhewn the 
Lay-Deprivation of Criminal Biſhops to 
be. Nay, theſe Commands ſeem not to 
have been agreeable even to the then 
Civil Laws. And whereas Dr, Hzckes aſ- 
ſerts, that the Apoſtles in theſe Inftances, 


ated contrary to the Civil Laws (x), he 


ſeems to miſtake the Calumnies of the 
Enemies of the Goſpel for Truths (5). 


3 * 
*** r — 
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(w) P. 81, 105, &c. from Acts 1. 15, &c. 2. I, &c. 
3. I, Kc. 4. 18, 19. 6. 1. e He lays, 0, . 
That the Aſſemblies held by the Apoſtles (Acts 1. 16. and 
6. 1.) were unlawful by the Laws of the Country; but 


he does not prove it. He affirms alſo, That St. Peter and 


St. John preached the Goſpel (Acts 2.*14 and 3. 12.) 


contrary to the Law. I do not know what Law he 


means, but I am ſure their Preaching was agreeable to 
the Law of Moſes, which was the Law of that Country. 


(3) They were the Jews who called St. Paul a Mover of 
- Sedition, and accuſed him of turning the World upfide 


down, and doing contrary to the Decrees of Cæſar, 
(Acts 17. 6, 7. and 24. 5.) And I am perſuaded, that 
no Chriſtian before Dr. Hickes, believed this Accuſation. 
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have acted againſt the Civil Laws. For 


St. Paul himſelf declares, (4) Neither a- 


gainſt the Law of the Jews, neither againſt 


the Temple, nor yet againſt Cæſar, have 1 
offended any thing at all. But this by the 


Way. 


And the Caſe of the Chriſtians, who 


immediately ſucceeded the Apoſtles, was 
juſt the ſame. Heathen Princes prohibited 
Chriſtianity it ſelf, and endeavour'd to 
root it out of the World, and to drive a- 


way al! Biſhops and Preachers of the Go- 
ſpel whatſoever. And this was the rea- 
ſon, that the Chriſtians diſobeyed them. 


But our Ad verſaries have not brought one 


ſingle Inſtance of the Primitive Church's, 


and much leſs of an Apoſtle's rejecting 


the Authority of Civil Governours, When 


they commanded Criminal Clergymen not 
to execute their Office, or indeed when 
they gave any Commands relating to 


Chriſtianity, which were not deſtructive 


tt TREE 5 
I intirely agree with our Adverſaries, 


that by Princes becoming Chriſtian, nei- 


ther they get, nor Biſhops loſe any Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Authority: but both Church 


(2) P. 108. {a) Acts 25. 8. | | Fd 
55 | and 


At leaſt he falſly charges St. Paul (z) to 


1 a—_ ee „ 8 
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but Perſecuting Princes would not exer- 
ciſe it. They might have acted to the 


Good of the Church, but they would only 

act to her Ruin; they might rightfully, 
if they had pleaſed, have deprived Cri- 
minal Biſhops; but they were for deſtroy- 
ing All Biſhops, which they had no Au- 
thority to do. That even Heathen Prin- 
ces had Authority in Sacred Matters, if 


they would have uſed it, appears from 
what I before obſerved, that what the 
Godly Kings among the 7 ems did in fa- 


cred Matters, they did as Kings, and by 
virtue of that Authority which is lodged 

in all Supreme Powers; becauſe there 
Vas nothing in Scripture which gave thoſe - 


Kings any particular Authority. And we 
find, that ſeveral Heathen Kings have ex- 


erciſed their Authority in ſacred Matters 


with Divine Approbation. For Inſtance, 


Cyrus, Darius, and Nebuchadnezzar (b). 


And in particular, Artaxerxes does by 
his own Authority commiſſion Ezra 
to appoint Mag iſtrates and Juages to judge, 


and puniſh Men with Civil Puniſnments 


1—— > oh EDO; 
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(b) See Nehemiah and Daniel. 
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and State have the very ſame Authority, 
which they had before: Princes always 
had the ſame Authority over the Church, 
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for breaking the Law of God, as well as 
the Law of the King (c). And Ezra ſeems 


1 ſay that God previouſly diſpo- 
TW 


Artaxerxes to grant him this Commiſ- 


ſion (d), and to bleſs God for having put 
ſuch a thing as this in the Ring's Heart (e). 
Nou it will be hard to conceive, that 


God ſhould previouſly and a#ively diſpoſe 


any Man to do an unlawful Action, or 
that Ezra ſhould thank God for having 


put it in the King's Heart to exceed the 
Bounds of his Regal Authority. The Ring 


1 alſo of Nineveh, and his Nobles, decreed a 


publick Faſt, and it was univerſally ob- 
ſerved ; and this Proceeding of that King 
and his People was ſo far approved of 
by God, that on account thereof, he with- 
held that Ruin which he had ſolemnly 


threatned them with (F). To all which 


we may add, that when Paulus Samoſate- 


nus the Heretick, being condemn'd by a 
Synod at Autioch, would not quit the 


Houſe belonging to the Church, the Chri- 
ſtians apply'd ro the Emperor Aurelian, 
who forced him out of it (g). And Mr. 
Doane! owns, as I have obſerved, that 


m—_—_— 


* 


(e) Ezra 7. 25, 16. ([A) Ezra 7. 6. (e) Ezra 7, 
27, 28.  (f) Jonah 3. 5, 7, 10. (g) Euſeb. I.. 7. 


Fo 30. 


the 


the Macedonians and Romans had Authority 
to deprive and nominate High Prieſts, and 


that the Grand Seignior has now the ſame 
Authority with relation ta Biſhops. 


The Church alſo has the very ſame Au⸗ | 


thority, which ſhe had before the Time 


of Conſtantine, Chriſt founded the Church, 
as a Society which is to endure to the End 
of the World; and conſequently. gave her 


Authority to uſe all Lawtul Means which 


are neceſſary for her Preſervation, Of 
theſe Means ſome are always neceſſary, 


both from the Nature of the Things them« 


ſelves, and becauſe they were immedi- 
ately and direaly enjoyn'd by Chriſt ; 


| ſuch as Preaching and Adminiſtring the 


Sacraments: There are other Means which 


are not always neceſſary, but only be- 
come fo in particular Times and Cireum- 


ſtances ; and which therefore we are bound 
to uſe, not by any expreſs Command of 
Chriſt, but by that general Obligation 
which he has laid upon us, to uſe all 
lawful Means which are neceſſary fot the 
Preſetvation of the Church. And theſe 


latter Means are of human laſtitution, be- 


cauſe they are commanded immediately 
and directly by Men, and ceaſe :o be ge- 
ceſſary, when the Occaſion for them be- 


ing at an End, our Governours no longer 
enjein them. Thus it is neceſſary, not 


M2 - . 
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from any expreſs Command of Chriſt, 


but from the Nature of the Thing, and 


to avoid Confuſion, that Biſhops ſhould 
have particular Limits, and Places, which 
we call Dioceſes, to exerciſe their reſpe- 
Aive Functions in. It is then alſo ne- 
ceſſary, that ſomebody ſhould appoint 


the Bounds of theſe Dioceſes: Heathen 
Princes would not concern themſelves a- 


bout it; therefore it was neceſſary that 


the Church ſhould appoint them. It is 


alſo neceſſary, that Immoral or Diſloyal 
Clergymen ſhould be hindered from cor- 
rupting their Flocks : And therefore, when 
Heathen Princes would not,it was neceſſary, 
that Biſhops ſhould deprive ſuch Clergy- 


men. But now, that Civil Princes have 


taken upon them to deprive, and to deter- 


mine the Limits of Dioceſes, it ceaſes to be 


neceſſary for the Church ſo to do. But 
ſtill ſhe may, if ſhe ſee expedient, make 
Conſtitutions concurrent with thoſe of 
the Prince: As our Adverſaries complain, 
that our Church has done, by concurring 
with the State, in thruſting out the Non- 
juring Biſhops (5). And when it thus 


| ceaſes to be neceſſary for the Church to 


exerciſe iuch Authority, ſhe cannot be 


* (Þ} Caſe of Schiſin, p. 5, 6. Dr. Hickes, p. 122. 
_— „„ 
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ſaid to have loſt it, but that ſhe is ſo hap- 


| py y as to have no Occaſion to exert it. She 
itil 


| poſſeſſes all the Authority which ſhe 
at firſt had, to uſeall lawful Means which 
are .necelſary for her Preſervation : But - 
when ſome. of thoſe Means become un- 
_ neceſſary, which were once neceſſary, her 
Power is not thereby diminiſhed. If a 
Man travel alone and be attacked by 
Highway-men, he has a Right to fight 
in his own Defence: Now it the Prince 
| ſhould appoint Soldiers to guard this Tra- 
veller, and prohibit him to fight or car- 
ry Arms, he would not complain, that 
any Right was taken from him. If a 
Man be ready to ſtarve through Misfor- 
tune, and not through his own Fault, and 
cannot obtain Relief by asking; ſome 
ſay, he has a Rigbt to take the Food of 
thoſe, who have Plenty, without their 
Conſent: But thoſe, who ſay fo, Would 


never think him wronged, if Men by 


freely giving him Plenty, ſhould render 
it unlawful for him to take any more Food 
without the Conſent of the Owners. 
In ſhort then; to deprive Criminal Bi- 
ſhops, and to appoint the Bounds of Dio- 

ceſes, was always a Branch of the Su- 
preme Civil Power: but Princes are in- 
capable of exerciſing it, while they are 
Nn Enemies to 7 Church, becauſe 
. it 
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it is deſigned for her Good ; and there. 
fore it Was neceſſary, that the Church in 
the Primitive Times ſhould do theſe 
Things. And the Church has the fame | 
Auth now, which ſhe always had, 
to uſe all lawful Means which are 9 
ceſſary for her Preſervation: But praiſed 
be God, many things are unneceſſary for 
the Church now, which were neceſſary 
for her in Times of Perſecution, and woul 
become neceſſary again, if ſuch Times of 
Perſecution ſhould return: which God, in 
his Mercy, continue to keep as far from 
us, as they appear to be at preſent. 

Objett. E Biſhops are Judges 
* 'of the Neceſſity: therefore they may 
&« act upon their own Judgment, and ex- 
* 'ert their Character, whenever they be. 
% lzeve the Emergency calls for it; 
« Therefore the People muſt acquieſce in 
“e the Regulations of their Paſtors in ſpi- 
* ritual Matters, tho' contrary to the 
Pleaſure of the State. Por if the Bl. 
« ſhops have a right to govern, it muſt 
be the Peoples Duty to ſubmit to their 
2 Government (0. 

Anſw, It does not follow, that Biſhops 
may uſe all ſuch Means as * believe to 


"A 
* 


„ mm, 1 


Nr r > Ws 1 ee : ST . 19 — N 


li) Ar. Collier's Berk aftical life. v Val. 2. p. cas, 


be 


Synod of Biſhops has not Authority to 
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be neceſſary for the Church, becauſe they 
may uſe ſuch Means as are really neceſſa- 


ry; nor that the People muſt blindly ac- 
quieſce in the Miſtates and unjuſt Govern- 
ment of their Paſtors, becauſe they are 
bound to ſubmit to their jaſt Regulations 


and Government. In ſhort, Kings are in 


ſeveral Reſpects Judges of the Neceſſi- 


ties of the Church, as well as Biſhops 


are; and if Biſhops happen to command 
a Thing as necefſary for the Church, 
which Princes do at the ſame time pro- 
hibit as unneceſſary for the Church, and 


deſtructive to the State: The People muſt 


judge for themſelves, which of theſe two 


Powers command rightfully, and which 


is miſtaken, and muſt a& according to 


that private Judgment of theirs. So they 
did in the beginning of the Reformation, 


when the Eccleſiaſtical and Civil Powers 


_ commanded contrary Things; and ſo they 


muſt do upon all like Occaſions: ; as 1 


have ſhewn more fully in another Place (). 


Object. 4. Biſhops have, therefore 
« Kings have not, Authority to De- 
*-prive - (0). „ i 0 
Anſi. T might as well conclude, that a 


—— as 


(k) Viz. In my Sermon concerning the Supremacy 


and Church Power. (J) Vid. Dr. Hickes, p. 76. 


NM © Jp 
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Deprive, becauſe Kings have, as 1 have 


fully proved. But the Truth is, both Synode 
and Kings have Authority to Deprive. 


And to argue, that Kings cannot Deprive, 
becauſe Biſhops can, is juſt as if I ſhould 
infer, that Cauſes of Equity cannot be 
tried in the Exchequer, becauſe they are 
commonly tried in Chancery; or that Blaſ- 
phemies againſt God, profane Scoffing at 
the Holy Scripture, and Impoſtures in 
jr are not cognizable in Eccleſia- 
ſtical Courts, becauſe they are, merely as 
ſuch, puniſhable at Common Law; Con- 
ſequences which every Lawyer knows to 
r Ho 
Object. 5. © If Kings have Authority 
“ to Deprive Biſhops, they may deſtroy 
© the Church; an Atheiſtical or Infidel 
„ Prince may Deprive A// Biſhops as well 
as Oze, or an Heretical or Schiſmati- 
e cal Prince may Deprive Catholick Bi- 
„ Fo ; 
Anſw. When our Adverſaries infer, that 
if Princes have Authority to Deprive, 


they may Deprive All, even Catholick _ 


Biſhops, they mean either that Princes 
may do it Juſtly and Authoritatively, or 
Vnjuſtly and without Authority, They 


— 


_——— 
. 


, 


(m) Mr. Dodwell's Def. of Vindicat. p. 94, 95. Dy, - 
Hickes, p. 37 395: 


ſeem 
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ſeem to mean, that Princes may do it 
Authoritatively. But that is a very wrong 


Conſequence. We ſay, that Princes have 


Authority to Deprive Biſhops for Crimes 
againſt the State; becauſe it is for the 
Intereſt of the Church and State ſo to do: 


But it does by no Means therefore follow 


that Princes may Deprive an innocent 
and worthy Biſhop; for that would be 
prejudicial both to Church and State: 
and I entirely agree with our Adverſa- 
ries, that Princes can have no Authori 
to hurt the Church. Indeed if all the 
Biſhops of a particular Kingdom {ſhould 


be guilty of great Crimes againſt the 


State, it would follow, that the Prince 
would have Authority to Deprive all, as 


well as oze, But then this would no more 


deſtroy the Church, than if he ſhould 


put all of them to Death; which our 


Adverſaries allow, he has Authority to 


do. Becauſe, tho? he would have Autho- 


rity to Deprive or Execute them all, he 


would have no Authority to kinder the 
Church from procuring other | Biſhops ; 
which it would be always poſſible for her 
to do, becauſe Chriſt has promiſed, that 


there ſhall be» a Succeſſion of Biſhops E 


even to the end of the World. 
5 . | But 
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But if our Adverſaries mean, "ih if 
Princes have Authority to Deprive Cti- 
minal Biſhops, they may abuſe this Au- | 
thority, and under Prerence of it, ma 
Deprive Innocent and  Catholick Biſhops 
Waun and without Authority: I an- 
ſwer, ſo may Councils and Synods; for 
ſometimes they have done ſo. A Biſhop 
may act beyond or contrary to his Au- 

thority; but our Adverſaries will not 

from thence conclude, that Biſhops have 
no Authority. A Prince may abuſe his 
Authority to the Civil, as well as to the 
Eccleſiaſtical Hurt of his Subjects; but 
this will not prove, that he hs not Au- 
ny to act for their Civil Good. He 
may put an innocent Biſhop to Death; 
yet our Adverſaries themſelves allow, 
that he has Authority to Execute Bi- 
ſhops for Capital Crimes. In ſhort, no- 
thing is more obvious, than the Weakneſs 
of this Argument, that Perſons have no 
Authority, becauſe it is poſfible they may 
pervert it. 


Object. 6. If oth Church be not in- 


6c dependent of the Stare, then the Mem- 

„ hers of it are a Part of the Civil Con- 

« ftitution, and by Conſequence, as pre- 
“ carious a Society as any other that is 

« ſo; and like other Civil Societies, as 

+66 Colleges and LEE may be dil- 
e fran- 


a> 
- 


\ 
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4 franchiſed or diſcorporated at Pleaſure 
« by the Sovereign Civil Power (). 


 Anſw. This Conſequence is very falſs | 


on ſeveral Accounts. | 


1. Becauſe our Adverſaries affirm, that 


Colleges and Corporations may be difcor- 
poratèd at Pleaſure, by the Supreme Civil 


Power * an Aſſertion, for which our U pivers 
ſitiesowe them no Thanks: and a falſe Aﬀer- 


tion, becauſe ſuch Corporations cannot be 


disfranchiſed at Pleaſure, but only for thoſe 
Crimes which deſerve Disfranchiſement. 
2. They ſuppoſe that all Societies which 


depend on the State, are equally precari- 


ous ; whereas Conjugal Society, Fami- 


ly Society, and the like, do not ſo entirely 


depend on the Prince, as Fleets, and Ar- 


mies, and Officers of the Revenue, and 
the like Societies. 


3. If all other Societies did entirely de- 
fable on the Civil Power, it would not 


follow that the Church does ſo too. She may 


be ſaid to be, in ſome Reſpects, dependent 
on the Prince; but not ſo far as that he 


has any Authority to Diſſolve this Corpo- 


ration. For the Prince has an undoubted 


Right to command and be obey'd in Eccle- 
ſiaſtical Matters which are Indifferent, ſo 
long and ſo far as they are Indifferent; but 


—— 
— 


* — 


he 


) Dr. Hickes, p. 153. 


he has no Authority to prohibit what is 
neceſſary for, or to command what is de- 
ſtructive to the Church; as I have ob- 
ſerved more at large upon another Occa- 
ſion (o). i WT Eien ! 
Object. 7. Princes cannot take away 
„ that which they did not give; and 
therefore they cannot Deprive a Biſhop 
< of:his Dillon: @). hd riots dug 
Anſi. 1. In General, Princes may take 
away what God gave, and not they ; for 
Inſtance, they may take away Mens Lives 
for Capital Crimes. So they may abridge 
or wholly hinder the Exerciſe. of Paren- 
tal Authority in ſuch. Parents who are 
obſtinate in breeding up their Children 
either to Vice or Rebellion. 2. And 
more farticularly, if by a Biſhop's Office 
they mean his Orders, I have already 
granted, that a Prince cannot take away 
_ thoſe; but I have ſhewn that a Prince 
may take away a Biſhop's Dioceſe, and 
hinder him from exerciſing his Office in 
any Part of his Dominions; becauſe the 
Appointment of the Bounds of a Dioceſe, 
and of a Biſhop to govern it, often pro- 


(o) Viz. p. 18, 19, 20. of my above-mentioned Ser- 
mon. (p) Mr. Kettle well's Chriſtian Communion, 
er b —— i | 


Ceeds 


DN 
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ceeds from the Civil Power; and in that 
Caſe, a Prince in Depriving a Biſhop, 


only takes away what he firſt gave, But 


even where this Appointment does pro- 
ceed from the Eccleſiaſtical Power, the 


Prince may ſtill take away a Biſhop's 


Dioceſe ; becauſe the Appointment to it, 
whether it be made by the Eccleſiaſtical 


or Civil Power, is Humane; and the Ct- 
vil Power may controul any Humane Ap- 


pointment for the Good of the Church 


and State. b 


Object. 8. Dr. Hickes, to prove Dioceſes 
to be of Divine Appointment, and conſe- 
quently that the Prince cannot take them 
away, ſeems to argue thus (); Chriſt 
« has committed the Government of the 
« whole Church to Biſhops in general: 
© Therefore he has committed the ſeveral 
4 Parts or Dioceſes of the Church to par- 

Anſw. This is no more concluſive, than 
if I ſhould argue thus; God has imme- 


_&« ticular Biſhops. 


diately and directly given the Earth to the 
' Children of Men (1) England is a Part of 


the Earth; and therefore the Land which 
each Free-holder poſſeſſes there, he enjoys 


by God's direct and immediate Donation. 


(9) Pag. 66, 67, 68, 122, 123. (i) Pfal. 175. 16. | 


Objea. 9. 


1 


— 
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Object. 9. The Apoſtles and Primi- 
& tive Biſhops did by Agreement divide 
the Church into ſeveral Diſtricts, and 
“committed them to particular Biſhops 
): Therefore Dioceſans have their 
& Juriſdiction from God, by the Hand of 


CT 


cv I 


de the Church (i). 


_Aaſw. 1. All allow, that all Juriſdiction 
and Authority whatſoever, Eccleſiaſtical 
as well as Civil, is from God; and there- 
fore I ſuppoſe the Doctor means, that 
Dioceſans have their Juriſdiction directly 
from God; elſe his Argument concludes 


nothing. And if that be his Meaning, 


his Conſequence is naught. For tho' the 
Apoſtles and Biſhops in the Primitive 
Times, did divide the Church into Di- 
ſtricts, and placed Diocefans in them; 
yet I have ſhewn, that thoſe Acts of 
theirs were Humane, tho' done by Vir- 
tue of an Authority given them directly 
by God. So when a King divides his 
* Kingdom into particular Provinces, and 
places Magiſtrates in them; thoſe Acts 
of his, and the Authority of thoſe Magi- 
ſtrates are confeſſedly Humane; and yet 
I apprehend our Adverſaries to be of Opi- 
nion, that Regal Authority is direct y from 


1 


(/) Dr: Hiekes, P. 109, 110. (i) Ibid. p- 112. 1 
E | Anſw, 2. 


* 


5 Anſw. 2. Since Princes have been Chri- 
ſtians, they, as I before obſerved, have 
erected, contracted and enlarged Dioceſes; 


and have ſometimes by their ſole Autho- 


rity placed Biſhops in them who had been 
. conſecrated before, as I ſhewed in the 
Caſe of Wilfrid, Therefore, according to 


the Reaſoning of our Adverſaries, the Bi- 
ſhops of ſuch Dioceſes have not their Ju- 
riſdiction directly, from God. And yet 


our Adverſaries cannot pretend, that the 
Authority of ſuch Biſhops is leſs than, or 
different from that of others. 


Oljecti. 10. To pretend to Deprive 3 
„ Clergyman of his Cure, and not of his 


“ Character, is the ſame thing, as if the 


_ © Biſhops ſhould Depoſe the King of 


England, and ſay, that they did not 
„ pretend to Deprive him of his Royal 
* Character, but only of his Dominions, 
« and to hinder him from exerciſing his 
“ Royal Juriſdiction there, but that he 
« might exerciſe it by Virtue of his 
Royalty, in Fance or any other Coun- 
try where he could get to be King (a). 

The Meaning of which is this; you 
grant that the Prince cannot take away 
Orders; from wheace it follows, that he 


— 


— * 8 „ * —— — 


lu) Ibid. p. 125. 0 ; 
2 8 cannot 
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cannot take away a Clergyman's Cure, 
becauſe to take away a Clergyman's Cure, 


is the ſame thing as to take away his 
Orders. For a Clergyman can no more 


execute his Eccleſiaſtical Office out of his 
Cure, than a King can his Regal out of 


his Dominions. And Mr. Earbery's Ob- 
jection (w), That according to our Hypo- 


theſis, the Conſecration of a Biſhop inveſts. 


bim with no Aathority to preach the Goſpel, 
comes much to the ſame Meaning. 


Anſw. A Clergyman has a Right to 


diſcharge his Function upon -lawful Occa- 


ſions, not only in his particular Cure, but 


throughout the whole Chriſtian Church. 


This appears from ſeveral of the Arguments 
brought to prove that Lay-Deprivation is 
not contrary to Chriſt's Inſtitution of E- 
piſcopacy (); and from other Conſidera - 
tions, The Authority of a Clergyman is 
given him by Chriſt, and therefore, un- 
leſs limited by Chriſt, muſt extend as fat 
as that Society, the Church, whereof Chriſt 
is the Head. But Chriſt was very far 


from limiting this Authority. He ſent his 


Apoſtles, as be was ſent himſelf (x), to all 


_ — I 3 4 


— 


(w) Old Engliſh Conſtitution Vindicated, p- 84. 5 
(*) Fupra, p. 3t. „ | 
(x) John 20. 21, 


Man- 
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thema cexeh all: Nations (5). And this 


Command being given to them all in ge- 
neral;i every one of them had a Right to 
execute it: And therefofe, tho? for the 


bettet Performance of it, the Chufch is 
divided into many Diſtricts, called Dio- 
ceſes and Pariſhes; yet the Sacraments 
and Orders conferred by a Clergy man 
out of, are as Valid as thoſe coofeiret 
by him in his Diſtrictk. And Sacraments 

and Orders conferred by a Clergyman is 
his o.w]n Diſtrict, are Valid in all other 
Parts of the Church. For Inſtance, he 
Right, without being rebaptized, to be 
admitted to Communion in every Chri- 
ſtian Country, whither he may happen 


to travel Thus when the King conſti- 
tutes a Number of Men Juftices of Peace 


in a County, each of them has the Aus 
thority of à juſtice of Peace iu every Part 


of that County. And tho they common - 


ly agree to diſcharge that Office only in 


that particular Diviſton of the County 


where their Reſidenee is; yet hen they 
act as Juſtices of Peace, Whether in or out 
of their reſpective Div iſions, their Proceed 


4 
8 — * 5 : : 8 24 


ings 


rag. s. 
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ings are generally of equal Force through. 
out the whole County. Whereas on the 


other Hand, the Acts of a King, whether 
done by him in or out of his own Do- 
minions, are no more binding to other 


Countries, than thoſe of any private Man. 


I ſhould not have thought, that any 


of our Adverſaries could have wanted to 


have been taught this Doctrine. But if 


they will hot be convinced of it by my 


Arguments, I hope they will regard the 


Authority of a Writer of their own, who 


ſays upon this Point very well (2), Ihe 


ſeveral Kingdoms of the Earth da not make 


* 


"all make but one Church. He who bears an 


Office in one Kingdom, has no Right to exe- 
cute the ſame Office: in another: But he that 


has an Office; in the Church f this Dioceſe 
or Province, has 4 Right #0 extcute. the ſame 


in jany orher Daoceſe or Province af thè Chri- 
tian World. Thusthis Compariſon brought 
by Dr. Htckes to ſhew, chat it is the ſame 


_ thing to Deprive a Clergyman of his Cha- 
racter and of his Cure, does moſt evident- 


/ 


ly prove the contrary. 1 
I grant indeed, that it may ſo happe 


* 


ir 


© 


in effect, that a Biſhop by being Depri- 


(2) Dr. Bennet's Conce ſions deſtructive to his Cauſe, 


ved 
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ved by his own Prince, may thereby be 

hindered from executing his Office in any 
Chriſtian Country: But this is accidental; 
and is not directly owing to the Authori- 
ty of his Prince, but to the Laws and 
Circumſtances of other Countries. For 
notwithſtanding his being Deprived by 


his own Prince, he might have diſcharg- 


ed his Function in other Countries, but 
that all their Sees were full, or their Laws 
prohibited Foreigners to be Biſhops, or for 
the like Reaſons. | iv 

Object. 11. © There can be no Reaſon aſ- 


* ſigned, why the Prince may not as well 


« take away Orders as a Cure. Since then 
* he has no Right to do the former, he 
« cannot have Authority to do the lat- 
* | 

 Anſw. 1. A Prince cannot as wel! take a- 
way Clergymen's Characters as their Cures; 
becauſe to take away their Cures is to hin- 
der them from exerciſing their Office in 


his Dominions, which he has Authority 


to do: but to take away their Characters is 


to hinder them from executing their Office 


in any Part of the Univerſal Church; 


which he cannot do rightfully. For he 


has Eccleſiaſtical Power only becauſe he 


n 2 — 


0 


(a) Dr. Hickes, p. 124. 
| Ew, 2 


has 
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rn cas honoree: Serkeba- 


ſtical Power extends no farther. than his 
Civil; and does not, like Power purely 


and originally Eccleſiaſtical, extend over 


the whole Church. 

2. If the ſeveral Kingdoms of the 
Earth ſhould happen to make one King- 
dom, and be as extenſive as the Church 
Militant, and. conlequently- the Prince 
ſhould have Power to hinder Clergy- 
men from executing their Office in any 
Part of the Church; yet ſtill he would 
want Authority, to take away their Or- 
ders. Becauſe, as we before obſerved, 
by Orders a Man receives a. dire& Com: 
mand from Chriſt to diſcharge. ſacred 
Functions upon lawful Occaſions. - Now 
no Prince can take off this Command, 
but only Chriſt who impoſed it; tho? 
the Prince may by Depriving Clergymen,, 
_ cauſe all Occaſions of executing their Of- 
fice in his Dominions to be unlawful. 
And this is as, agreeable to the Senſe of 
the Church as to Reaſon. If a King, the 
King of Great. Britain tor Toftance, ſhould 
receive a Deprived Biſhop into, his Fa- 
vour, and put him in his old, or any 


other I'iocete ; this Biſhop muſt have a. 


ſecond Regal Nomination, Capitular Ele- 
con, Archiepiſcopal Confirmation and 
Enthronization; but the Church, as be- 


fore 
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fore obſerved 02 has always eſteemed it 
is unlawful that ſuch, a Biſhop ſhould be 
y. Reordained. Which ſhews, that in the 
"a Judgment of the Church, his Deprivati- 
on had not taken away his Orders, tho” 
* it had taken away every thing elſe. 


Under the XIIth Objection fhall be | 


: 


h ranked the Teſtimonies and Examples which 
Ec our Adverſaries urge agaioſt s. 
Ag _ Becauſe our Adverfaries frequently ap- 
y peal to Primitive Practice, and to the Do- 
d ct. ine of the Chriſtian Church during. the 
4 Three Firſt Centuries, Dr. Hod) (c) makes 
k two Challenges to Mr, Doawe/, One is, 
5 To produce the Authority of any ore 
4 « fingle Writer of the Three firit Centu- 
y « ries, that direcly makes to this 
. „ Purpoſe, That a Biſhop put into the 
y % Place of another depoſed by the Ci- 
Y « vil Authority, ought not, por that 
- % Account, to be owned.” The other 
. Challenge is, To produce any one ſingle 
f « Inſtance, of a High Prieſt diſowned hy 
e « the Fews, or a Biſhop diſowned by the 
d *© Generality of the Catholick Church, 
= upon the like Account.“ And we will 
Y. OD 

a EE, = 

. OTE TT: 
d (e) Dr. Hody's Caſe of Sees Vacant, &c. p. 41, and 
. in the Preface, | 7 | 288 
=: | a 5 N 3 | | now 


| 
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I; 
| 
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| 
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ga 


(aA) Vol. 2. p. 60g, xc. 
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now ſee how our Adverſaries have an- 


ſwered theſe Challenges. 


Mr. Collier, in his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory 
9 gives an Account of a Sermon and 
er Tracts of Archbiſhop Bancroft a- 
inſt the Puritans; wherein, among o- 


ther Things, that Archbiſhop charges 
them with Heterodoxy for denying the 


Supremacy of the Civil Power in Ec- 


dcleſiaſtical Matters, particularly that Part 
of the Supremacy, the Authority of the 


Civil Magiſtrate to judge Eccleſiaſtical 
Cauſes. And then Mr. Collier endeavours 


to produce Teſtimonies from Antiquity a- 


gainſt the Archbiſhop, and ſo to defend 


the Wonjuring, while he pretends only to 


vindicate the ae, aer. Nonconformilts. 
And this I ſuppoſe he did by way of An- 


| ſwer to Dr. Hoay's firſt Challenge. The 


abovementiorfed Author of the Hiſtorical 
Collections had, before Mr, Collier, pro- 
feſſedly deſigned and attempted to an- 


ſwer Dr. Hoady's Challenges. But I ſhall 


conſider the Teſtimonies as Mr. Collier has 


repeated them, and with the Improve- 
ments he has added. 7 55 
Mr. Collier is fo far from fully an- 
ſwering Dr. Hochs Challenge, that he 
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) gus of Canſtantine and 
Conſtant ius, and does not ſo much as of-. 


fer to alledge one Teſtimony. from the 
Three firſt Centuries: and therefore, to 
imitate his own Expreſſion (e), For the 
ſake of bis Vuderſtanding I am willing 19: 


Precedent. 


As to the A 


diction, and approved of the! 


 Jappoſe:that he knows that | thoſe Ages do nut 
afford him ſo much as: ſingle Tejtimony or 


| E ALICE 
1e Age of Conftantine and his 
Sons, I ſhall premiſe this General Obſer- 
vation; That if ſome fem particular Per- 
ſons had then denied the Supremacy, it 
would have been no ſtrong Argument a- 
gainſt the Truth of our Doctrine. When 
Princes became Chriſtians, they found Bi- 
ſhops in Poſſeſſion of Eecleſiaſtical Juriſ- 


r continu» 


ing to exerciſe that Power. And tho' 
When they ſaw fit, they tried ſuch. Ec- 


cleſiaſtical Cauſes as were of great Mo- 


ment, yet at the firſt they often forbore to 


iaterpoſe in Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes, either in 
Perſon or by their Civil Officers, partly 


out of reſpect to the Character of Bi- 
ſhops, by ſome of whom they had been 
newly converted; but chiefly becauſe 


Biſhops were Men of great Probity and 


+ 


* 


4 


* 
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le) Vid. Conſiderat 
Letters, P. 11. 
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firteſt to judge of Ec neſiaſtical re ae boy 
and becauſe they lad Canons ready made 
to direct them in their BeckeFafticat Pro- 


ceedings ; whereas no Civil Conſtituti. 
ons had yet been made directly ſor that 


Purpoſe; and Biſhops were well verſed 
in thoſe Canons, but the Lay: Judges den, : 


knew little or nothing of them. 


And therefore wheh Biſhops for ſome 
Ages had in u been, and Rat poor | 
al Cauſes, 

it would have-been no Wonder, it ſome 


were, ſole Judges of Ecclefiaſtic 


few particular Perſons had concluded that 
| Biſhops alone had à Right to judge in 


ſuch Cauſes; eſpecially ſuch Perſons 1 
happened to maintain ſome Accleſiaſti- 
cal Cauſe which the Prince oppoſed. For 


it is often ſeen that Men SH be warm 


Adverſaries to that Doctrine when it is 


directed againſt them, for which: they 


were before zealous! Advatcate. 
Beſides, the Adjuſtment of the Limits of 


Civil and Eccleſiaſtical Power had notithen 


been rhorouz ly confidered und debated: 
becauſe till then there was no great ca- 
ſion for it. And we know by Experience, 


that even Good and Learged Men will 

often talk crudely, and ſometimes erroneouſl), 
about Points which have ve never Ly well 
canvaſſed, or not ately,” 8 


But 


* 


rs rer 
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But notwirhſtanding all this, we (haſt | 
upon Examination find, that even in the 


Reigns of Conſtantine and Conftantias, oti 
which our Adverſaries chiefly inſiſt, = 
have not been able to produce any Pal- 
ſages from the Fathers which can jaſtih, 


and hardly any, which can with an) Colour, 
be interpreted in their Favour. 
As to Conftantine's Reig ;; 
1. The firſt Teſtimony in Point of 
Time which Mr. Collier brings is this: 
% Oynſtantine called the Donatiſt; Mad and 
% Diabolical for appealing to him from the 
& Roman Sy nod, juſt as the Heathens uſed 
to appeal from one Court of Juſtice © 
„ = 
- Aaſw. Appealing implies à diſtruſt of 
the Judges, as to their Skill or Integrity. 
And the Donatiſts did not only zmplilcit- 
ty reflect on the Roman Synod by appeal- 
ing from them; but are related to have 
exprefly accuſed them of not having tried 
the Cauſe fullj nor juſtly (F). And it was 


on thoſe Accounts that Conſtantine cen- 


. * = 
at. MES ” & 8 x 3 E * 1 as - * * * * +. dee te. 
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— 


_ (Ff) Auguſt. de unico Baptiſmo. Cab. ultimo, Tom, 7. 
col. 507. Quererentur Donatiſtæ), quod nec plene nec 
redte fuerit judicatum atque depromptum. Ib id. de Uni tate 
Eexvefie, Cap. 16. col. 542. Eoldemque (Melchiadem, 
&c.) poſt modum pud illum tanquam iniquos judices 

zeculaverunt. „ oy 


ſured 


— | 


But tho? Conſtantine blamed the Dona. 
tiſts for appealing from the Roman Sy- 


— 
22 


- 5 + 7 
— — 
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(e) Quæ in ipſos tanta veſania petſeverat, cum in- 


credibili Arrogantia perſuadeant ſibi, quæ nec dici nec 
audiri fas eſt, deſciſcentes a recto judicio dato, quo cæ- 
leſti proviſione meum judicium eos comperi poſtulare. 


Epiſt. Conſtantini apud Append. Operum Optati. Edit. 


Paris 1631. p. 284. 


(6) Meum judicium poſtulant, qui ipſe judicium Chriſti 


expecto. Dico enim, ut ſe veritas habet, ſacerdotum ju- 


dicium ita debet haberi, ac fi ipſe Dominus reſidens jd- 


dicet. Nihil enim licer his aliud ſentire vel aliud judi- 
care, niſi quod Chriſti Magiſterio ſunt edocti. 16:2. : 
„„ | nod: 
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nod: it by no means follows, that he 
thought that he . wanted Authority to 


receive the Appeal. As he called them 


Mad for appealing to him, and thereby 
queſtioning the Probity or Underſtanding of 
that Synod : So it is probable he might 


for the ſame Reaſons have cenſured them, 
If they had appealed, not to him but to 

any greater Synod. Thus Socrates the 
_ Hiſtorian blames St. Cyril of Ferufalem, 


as having ated contrary to the Eccleſtaſtical 


Raule, in appealing from a Leſs Synod to 4 


Greater, aſing Appeals according to the Cu- 
ftom of Civil Courts (i). And indeed, Men 


generally cenſure ſuch perverſe Perſons 
Who appeal when their Cauſe has been 


fairly tried by Underſtanding and Upright 
Judges, even tho they appeal to a Court, 
which has confeſſedly a Right to receive 
the Appeal. : 5 

Againſt what I have ſaid, it may per- 


| haps be urged, that Conſtantine blames 


the Donatiſts, not only for appealing from 


the Roman Synod, but for appealing to 
him; and calls his Judgment Secular, and 


CC 


| (i) Soc. H. F. L. 2. c. 40. Kekzigelels (KoiprhaO-) dN · 
12 GA mi; AS AI , wile inongaions 
Angier. Ti ww S war®- 194 fr. mepy 75 o 
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that of Biſhops cel ia ( T), ant repreſents 
their Judgment as ſuperior to bis ow# (1) : 
and all this, becauſe” theirs \was the Fude- 
ment of Chriſt, by whom Conftantine, him 
ſelf was to be judg 14 (mm). . 
Anſiv. "Conſt ant ine might wal be fie 
rized, that the Doyariſts ſhould appeal 
2 learned Biſhops to Aim who had not 
been long converted, and was yet hut a 


Catechumen. As I ſupp oſe it would ſur · 


prize any Prince who was but juſt initia- 
ted into a Se& of Philoſophers, if they 
ſhould pretend to prefer his Judgment as 


to a weighty Point of their Philoſophy, 


before the moſt experienced and know- 
ing Men among them. 

And this appears to have beet all the 
Ground of  Conſtantine's abovementioned 
Expreſſions. For tho” Biſhops do indeed 
act in Chriſt's Name, and, by his Au- 


thority, yet that is not what Conſtantine 
chiefly intends. | T he Reaſon why he 


(* perquirunt 8 ane a Et in- 
| = z Renuentes cæleſte judicium, meum putaverunt 
poſtulendum. Conſtantini Epiftole Jabra citata. 

(1) Equidem Gentes minora interdum judicia refugi- 
entes ubi juſtitia deprehendi poteſt, magis àd majora ju- 


dicia autoritate interpoſita ad appellationem ſe conferte 


ſunt ſolitæ. Quid hi detractores legis, qui renuentes cæ- 
leſte judicium, meum pataverunt poſtulandum? Sic ſen- 
tire (ſenſere, Baron.) de Chriſto Salvatore? 1bid. 2 


(n] Meum judicium W W = 6 
expect Ibid. | 


calls 


Q 


E. 


JJ 1 OE Wo BR % «me O- pu Sf 


——_— 


ents 
Q): 
lag 


nn 


fur- 
zeal 
not 
It a 
ur · 


la- 


ey 


Laws; 
| which he never once. mentzons , 


Judge, Viz. becauſe u 


Saints ſb 
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calls their Judgment the Judgment of Chriſt, 
and GON gh ſuperior to his own, Was, 


not becau 


on account of their Knowledge » and 


e it was paſſed in Chriſt 's Name, 
bur becauſe it was agreeable to Chriſt's 
not becauſe of their Commiſii on, 


but 
the 


ReQitude of their Sentence. For he brings 
only the abovementioned Argument to 


prove that the Judgment. of Biſhops ought 
to be eſteemed as if ks himſelf N 46 


was not lamful for 


them to have any Opinion, or to paſs any 


Judgment but what they learned from 
Teaching of Chriſt, Since then he re 


the 
pre- 


ſented their Judgment as ſuperior to bis 
oa account of their , Xzowlege and Piety, 


it cannot be from thence: inferred, 


thar 


he eſteemed. their Judgment ſuperior to 


his on account of their Commiſion. 


St. Paul himſelf diſcourſes 1n a manner 


like this of Conſtantine, 1 Cor. vi. 1, 


before the Saints. Do ye. not know that 


&c. 


DAR E any of 50 having 4 Matter againſt 
another, 20 to Law br fore the Un jaſt, and 


20 
the 


all judge the W olds And 7 the. 


World ſhall be judged by you, ate ye anworthy 
to judge of the [malleſt Matters? Know Je 
not, that we ſhall judge Angels? Flom much 
more, Things that pertain to this Life d. 

| Here the Apoſtle repreſents, it to be a. 
| daring 


190 4 TRRATTSE Aga be 

daring Crime in the Corinthians to bring 
their Civil Cauſes before Heathen Judges, 
and not before their Chriſtian Brethren 


who were .then all private Men. But 


this he does, not on account of any ſu- 
rior Commiſion, but of the ſuperior Juſtice 


and Merit of Chriſtians, Their ſuperior 


Juſtice he implies in calling them the 
Saints, and Heathen Judges the unjuſt. 
Their ſuperior Merit he proves, Fir ſt, Be- 
cauſe they were appointed zo judge the 


World hereafter, and conſequently Hea- 


then Judges themſelves: Next, Becauſe 
they were appointed 70 judge even An- 


gels, Now as we cannot from hence 
conclude, that Heathen Judges had not 


Authority to try the Civil Cauſes of Chri- 
| ſtians, but only that thoſe Corinthians 
were Unreaſonable in not referring their 
Diſputes to Chriſtian Arbitrarors: So our 

Adverſaries ought not to infer that Can - 

ſtantine thought he had not e 
to receive Appeals from Biſhops; becauſe 
he called the Donatiſts Mad for appealing 
to him from the Roman Synod, and pre- 
ferred the Judgment of Biſhops to his 
own on account of their ſuperior Leara- 
ing in Religious Matters, | 


„ 


And what confirms, that he preferred 8 
the Judgment of Biſhops before his own, 
not on account of their Commiſſion, but 
| - Their 
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their Piety or Learning, is, that he paid 
much the ſame Deference to the Judgment 


zes 

ren of Bishops in Civil Matters. He is ſaid 9 
zut to bave paſſed a Law (2), That 'Bi- - AM 
ſu- « ſhops might try all' Civil Cauſes, and [| 
ice that Appeals might be made to them 

or IF © from any Civil Court, during any Part 


of the Proceſs, and that no Appeal ſhould 
% le from their Sentence, but that it ſhould 


c- be always efteemed Sacred and Vene- 

the & 'rable.” In the ſame Law it is ſaid to 

ſe Ab BEEF a cad; Oe 

1 (=) Cod. Theod: Tit. ult. L. 1. Sanximus ſententias 

ce Epiſcoporum quolibet genere prolatas fine aliqua ætatis — 
ot diſeretione involatas ſemper incorrupraſque ſervari : ſcili?: 

9 cet ut pro ſanctis femper ac venerabilibus habeatut, quice 

- quid Epiſcoporum fuerit ſententia terminatum — . 

PT; Quicunque itaque litem habens ſive poſſeſſotr tive petitor 

204 etrit, inter initia litis, vel decurſis temporum curriculis, 


Ir five cum negotium peroratur five cum jam promi cæpe- 
Ir rit ſententia, judicium eligit ſacroſanctæ legis Antiſtitis, 
1 illico ſine aliqua dubitatione, etiamſi alia pars refraga- 
99 tur, ad Epiſcopum cum ſermone litigantium ditigatur 
4 —------- Omnes itaque Cauſz quæ vel Prætorio jure vel 
—_ Civili tractantur, Epiſcoporam ſententiis terminatæ, per- 
petuo ſtabilitatis jure firmentur; nec liceat ulter ius re- 
- tradtare negotium, quod Epiſcoporum ſententia decide- 
_ vit. Teſtimonium etiam, ab uno licer Epiſcopo perhi- 
bitum, omnes Judices indubitanter accipiant: nec alius 


ad audiarur, cum teſtimonium Epiſcopi à qualiber parte fu- 
* crit repromiſſum. Illud enim, eſt veritatis autoritate fir- : 

255 matum, i/lud incorruptum, quod a facreſaucto bomine N 
4 conſcientia mentis illibate protulerit. Hoc perpetua lege 

| firmamus, ut miſeti homines longis ac pene perperuis | 
ly actionum laqueis implicati, ab improbis petitionibus vel | "| 
I _ 4 prxpropera cupiditate maturo fine diſcedant. —_— 


r have 
„ 8 I 5 


1 ATRAEATISEgõ u, 
have been. ebacted, © That the Teftimo: 


ny of one Biſhop ſhould be admitted as 
“ ſufficient Evidence, and that no Evi- 


. . <. dence ſhould be admitted againſt a Bi - 


4. ſhop, Berauſe that. muſt be uwnaoubtealy 


„ Piet), ana of an. untaintea Conſunance.” 
And the Reaſon aſſigu a for paſſing this Law 
&« is, That by means thereof, miſerable 
„Men, inſtead of being long and almoſt 
for ever entangled in the Snares of Law - 
« Suits, might be ſpeedily freed from 
« wicked Frofecutions.” Here we fee 
Conſtantine was an Enemy to long Pro- 
ceedings in general, which are com- 
monly caufed by the Liberty of Ap- 
pealing ; and particularly that he Was 
_ againſt Appealing from Biſhops, in Ci- 
vil as well as in Eccleſiaſtical. Cauſes. 
Jims Gothofred argues ſtrongly to prove 
this Law to be ſpurious : but I am per- 
ſuaded our Adverſaries will not own them- 
ſelves of his Opinion. And indeed this 
Law is quoted in the end of the Coun- 
cil of Valence, held in the Tear 855. It is 


beceived- by Selias Cg a well rus H. 


” 
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e) In Diſertst. ad Flerani C. 3. Sed. 18s & alibi. 


mond 
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ona (p) and Paleſias (4): and it is alſo 


quoted in the Breviaries of the'Theodoſia#' 
Code, and is in part inſerted in the Capi- 
tularies of Charlemagne, as Got fred owns. 
But not to inſiſt upon a diſputed Au- 
thority, it is clear, that Conſtantine paſ- 
ſed this Law or one ſomethiog like it 
Euſebius tells us, That Conſtantine con- 


„ firmed the Determinations of the Bi- 


„ ſhops, and would not allow the Civil 5 
* Judges to repeal them, becauſe he thought 


„ giſhops preferable to any Civil Judges 


(r). And both Baronius () and Valeſias (t) 
agree, that Euſebius here means the Be- 
terminations of Biſhops in Civil Cauſes. 
And Sozomen ſays more exprelly (2), 
That Conſtantine made a Law, that 
thoſe who were engaged in Law ſhould 
„% have Liberty to appeal to the Judg- 
“ment of the Biſhops, if they had a 


— 


— 1 
* a — IEEE * 


% In Append: Cod. Theodoſ. 


' (q) In Annotat. ad Vitam Conſtantini, L. 4. c. 22 
(7) Vit. Conſtantini, L. 4. c. 27. Tus F imoxomu» 3 e 
Tv; e cue ͤ uebi, A mSοαν˙,⁊,, ws wh theirey mig 
F tray dpyun mw Starks mrogAver mRuITEH 5 ee dh 
106 kee & SN Pxigowripsse : NT 1 3 

(/) 4nn0 314. 39. I 

t) In locum. 


hy 


(4) L. 1. c. 9. Tw 5 imam Imngatgn4 Thy rela, 
dier Tor dug, 3, BSYA@WITY TH5 ,“ ah 
de meogentFoy* xi 5 d Thy aorar en, x94 xpeirim 
* F Aer dh, wore? meg rA Banning therag bet c. 
| «mind 


z. e. that there 


making it without Appeal, that he thought 


194 4 TRAEATISR againſt the 


«mind to reject the Civil: Judges ; and 
4 that their Sentence ſhould be valid, 


„ and of more Authority than that of 


„other Judges, even 45s if it had been 4 
4 Sentence paſſed. . e mT himſelf, 

uld be no Appeal 
from it. Now I preſume our Adver- 
garies will grant, that Conſtantine did not 
think that Biſhops alone had, and his 


own Civil Judges had not, Authority to 


try Civil — Since then we cannot 
conclude from his preferring the Judg- 
ment of Biſhops in Civil Cauſes before 
the judgment of any ſecular Judges, and 


that his ſecular Judges had not Authority 
to try Civil Cauſes: We have the leſs 
teaſon to conclude from his p _— the 

Judgment of Biſhops in the Cauſe of the 
Donat i ſis before his own, that he was of 


Opinion that he wanted Authority to try 
that Cauſe aſter them. 


Laith, Whatever Conſtantine, thought 


of the Action of the Donat iſis in appeal- 
ing to him, it is plain he did not think 
himſelf to want Authority to receive the 
Appeal; ſince he did actually receive it, 


before ſhewn. . 


and at laſt tried it in Perſon, as I have 
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— 2. Shouts we ſo far gratify our 


Adverſaries as to ſuppoſe, thal Conflantine 


was of Opinion, that he had not Autho- 
rity to receive the Appeal made by the 


Donatiſts: Yer this will be only the O- 

pinion of a Layman, of one 0 had 
not been long converted to Chriſtiamey, 
and was not yet baptized. And I am 
perſuaded that our Adverfaries would 


not fhew much regard to ſuch an Au- 
thority, if it were ee e 


chem 


Mr. Collier goes on z Thus the Em- 
ce peror declined receiving the Appeah, 
«© and ordered a Council at Arles to A. 


« cide the Diſpute. 


 Anſw, When an Appeat imad to our 
King in an Eceleſiaſtical Cauſe, and he 
thereupon appoints what Delegates he 
pleaſes to hear it: as Conftantine com- 
manded what Biſhops he thought fit to 
try the Cauſe of the Dovatiſts at Arias: 
This is eſteemed by Men of common 
Senſe, a Receiving and not a Declining 


the Appeal. 
To confirm that Conſtantive did not re- 


oeive the Appeal, Mr. Collier farther urges, 
„St. Aaſtin ſays, That Conſtantine durſt 


&« not ſo receive the Complaints of the 


© Donatiſts, as to judge himſelf of the 


1 * of thoſe Biſhops of the Ro- 


O 2 man 
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196 A TaEATISE againſt be 
« mas Synod,” but appointed other Bi 


«ſhops („ 0. 


Anſw. I have already obſerved, that 


the Appointing Biſhops to try the Ap- 
peal, is a Proof, that Conſtantine did re- 
ceive it. And St. Auguſtiz's Words alſo 
plainly imply, that the Emperor did re- 
ceive it, tho? nor /o as to hear it in Perſon. 
And therefore it is probable, that St. Augu- 


ſtin meant only, that Conſtantine durſt not 


hear the Cauſe in Perſon, for want of 
Skill, not for want of Authority. And af- 


ter all, in how high Flights ſoever Con- 


ſtantine might expreſs his Reverence for 
the Judgment of the Biſhops, he did, as 
I have before obſerved, and as Mr. C. 

lier himſelf owns (x), try this Cauſe him- 
ſelf in Perſon upon an Appeal from the 


Council of Arles, which was much more 
numerous than that at Rome had been. 


Mr. Collier replies, St. Aaguſtin im- 
© plies, that Conſtant ine, when he yield- 


* ed to hear the Cauſe in Perſon, de- 


Q 


— — 


(w) Auguſtini Epiſtola 162. Neque enim auſus eſt 
Chriſtianus Imperator 4 eorum tumultuoſas & fallaces 
uerelas ſuſcipere, ut de judicio Epiſcoporum qui Romæ 
ederant ipſe judicaret, ſed alios Epiſcopos dedit. 
(x) H. E. Vol. 2. p. 611. 6. 105 
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« ſigned to ask. Pardon of the Biſhops 
Anſo. If he did, it is a Maxim allow- 
ed by our Adverſaries, that a Proteſta- 
tion. againſt Fact is of no Force, But it 


| probable that St. Auguſtin only means, that 


Conſtantine did out of his Reverence to the 
Biſhops, deſign ſo far to excuſe himſelf 
to them, as to declare, that he did not 
try the Cauſe, becauſe he ſuſpected their 
Probity, or mar rae of their Sentence: 
but only to ſee if by that Means he could 
quiet the Donatiſts. 85 
But whatever St. A«ſ#in might think to 


have been at that Time Conſtantine's Opi- 


nion, his own Opinion, which is of more 
Weight, was, that the Civil Power had 
ſupreme Juriſdiftion in Eccleſiaſt ical Af- 


fairs. For it was at the Petition of him 


and the other Catholick Biſhops of Africa, 

that the Emperor Honorius commiſſion- 
ed Marcellinus, a Lay-Judge, finally to 
try. and. determine this Cauſe : and St. 
— was one of the Managers at the 


Trial on the behalf of the Catholicts (2). 
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| (9) Ur Donatiſtis Conſtantinus ceſſit, me illa cauſa poſt 
Epiſcopos judicaret, à ſanctis Antiſtitibus poſtea veniam 
ctiturus.{----- Auguſt, abi ſupre. : | 


(z) Vid, Collat, Carthag. 1. 4i, cap. 4, 58, 57s 


o And 


2 „ 


# 
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And farther, | St. Auſtis thought, that 
Conſtantine had Authority to try this par- 
Eßpiſtle quoted by our Adverſaries re- 

lated; that che Donatiſts objetted a- 
' gainſt Felix, à Catholick Biſhop, for 
Having been tried by Civil Magiſtrates, 
he defends Felix, becauſe the Emperor 


commanded the Matter to be fo tri. 


6 ed, and that Matter belonged chief. 
& ty to the Emperor's Care, and he was 
& accountable to God for his Manage- 
« gent of i .. I02 32 
Upon the whole then, Canſtantine com- 
manded the Roman Synod to try this 
Cauſe (b), and without his Command 
they would have had no more Authori- 
ty to try it, than any other Catholick Bi- 
| ſhops. He appointed this Cauſe to be 
tried again by what Biſhops ke thought 
fit, and named the Place of Trial, biz. 
Arles. And laftly, he received the Dona- 


viſts Appeal ſrom the Council of Aries, and 


err 


(a) Aug. Ep. 162. col. 230. Ait enim quidam; Non 
debuit Epiſcopus proconfulari judicio purgari : quaſi 
veto ipſe ſibi hoc comparaverit, ac non Imperator ita 
queri juſſerit, ad cujus curam de qua rationem Deo red- 
diturus eſſet, res illa maxime pertinebat. . 9 
(6) Vid. Conſtantini Epiſf. Miſtiadi apud Euſeb. H. E. 


L. 10. c. g. & ejuſdem Epiſt. b in Append. Operum 
tried 


Optati, p. 280. 


9 
. 


| * — 1 922 = 
tried it in Per ſoa. And from theſe and = 
other Proceedings in this very Cauſe of 9 
the Donat iſs, I have before fat ſhewn = 
(c), that Conſtantine claimed and exerci- _ 
ſed ſupreme Juriſdiction in Kerle 1 
Matters, and which is much more mate - 1 
rial than his particular Opinion, that the 7 
Chriſtians in Africa both Catholicks and 1 
Donatifts thought, that the Civil Power xz 
had a Right to ſuch Juriſdiction, 4 
And therefore we may fairly conelude, . = 
has when Conſtantine or St. Auſtin blame = 
Men for bringing Ecclefiaſtical Cauſes be- i$ 
fore ſecular — they do not thereby i 
mean, that thoſe Judges want Authority = 
to try ſuch Cauſes ; but only that Biſhops = 
are better qualified to try them, or that it 1 
is more for the Honour of the Clergy, = 
that they ſhould ead their Diſputes *” _ .  —_-_ 
mong themſelves. 9 
II. Another Teſtimony brought by Mr. = 
Collier is this, *In — firſt Cora of =_ 
Arles, held in the Reign of Conftantine 9 
„ the Great, tis decreed, I hat if an Ma. | 
ſtrate who profeſſed Chriſtianity ſhould e . 15 

a _—_ in upon the Diſcipline of the 99 75 

ec he ſhoala be excommunicated. = 


* 


(ﬆ), Supra, p. 41. 
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Anſw. 1. Here our Adverſaries beg the 
Queſtion. For they ſappoſe that for the 
Magiſtrate to deprive Criminal Biſhops 
is to alt contrary to Diſcipline (d), or as 


they word it, 0 break in upon the Diſci- 


pline of the Church: but this is the very 


Point which they ought to have proved. 
 Anſw. 2. Conſtantine himſelf ſummoned 


this Council, was preſent at it, and ap- 


proved of their Proceedings (e). And 


therefore if we ſhould with our Adverſa- 


ries ſuppoſe, that this Decree prohibits 
the Supreme Magiſtrate to Depoſe Crimi- 


nal Biſhops: it will only from thence fol- 
low, that Conſtantine thought fit to tie up 


his own Hands in this reſpect; but not, 


that the Civil Governour as ſuch, has not 


Authority to Deprive: any more than it 
will follow, that Civil Governours as ſuch 


cannot try the Civil Cauſes of Eccleſiaſtical 


Perſons, becauſe ſome Civil Governours 
have thought fit ro reſign their Civil 
Power over Eccleſiaſtical Perſons fo their 
reſpective Eccleſiaſtical Governours. 


n 


(4) Contra diſciplinam . 3 | 
(e) Euſeb. de Vita Conſtant. L. 1. c. 44. ſpeaking, if 


we may believe Barozius, of the Council of Arles, ſays, 


(Kersa -) di ms 19986 iTioxor@- on Os E 'O- 
awd; F & Os ders cormeyTH, e wich 5 Th bre 
Als wii. 8x amnkiar mpered N r ov wrde F 


en z %%, bg vr X) pang, wer @ wo ar 


#8. con ſer. Euſeb. H. E. L, Io. c. 5. . 


2 . 6 9 7 %* Ww#F V. 
= 4 ” 


Lal Mr oo. ee i 4 


there would have 
new Canon, that ſuch: Biſhops [ſhould 
take Care of them. Cote. 


Anſo. 3. The Magiſtrates here ſpoken 


of were manifeſtly ſabordinate ones. For 
they are called Preſidents, and their Office 
is called a Preſideniſbip (F), which Names 
belonged to ſubordinate Magiſtrates and 
inferior Offices. The Canon decrees, that 
their Promotion they ſhould recti ve Er- 


cleſiaſtical Communicatory Letters; which 
implies, that they were not ſupreme Ma- 
giſtrates, but ſuch as were ſent abroad by. 


them into diſtant Countries. For they 


could not have wanted Communicatory 


Letters, if they had been to ſtay at home. 


The Canon alſo adds, That in whatſoever 
Places they were, they ſhould be taken care 


of by the Biſhop of that Place (f) : which _ 


alſo implies their Being in the Dioceſes 
of Biſhops, under whoſe Care they had 
not been ori _ ; for if they had, 

een no need of any 


1 


* : * . i + 3 9 9 NN R * * 
v * 2 - 


(J Concilii Arelat. Canon 7. De Prefidibus, ut cum 


Conſcientia Epiſcopi ſui communicent. De Præſidibus 


qui Fideles ad Præſidatum impetu profiilunt, ita 228 


ut cum promoti fuerint, literas accipiant eccle aſticas 
communicatorias, ita tamen ut in quibuſcumque locis 


geſlerint, ab Epiſcopo ejuſdem loci cura de illis agatur, 


ur cum cœperint contra Diſciplinam agere, tune demum 


à Communione excludantur. Similicer & de his fiat qul 


rem publicam agere volunt. 


3 Theſe 
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— 


Tybeſe then being only a Ma. 
| giſtrates, if they had been reſtrained by 


Conſtantine! and this Council from trying 
Ecclefiaftical Cauſes, we could not from 
thence have concluded, that Conſtantine 
— himſelf, the ſupreme Magiſtrate, had 
5 been reſtrained from doing it. For even 


according to our Eg Conſtitution, 


yet it is notorious that our King can and 


frequently does receive ſuch Appeals, and | 


tries them by his Delegates. 
Anſw. 4. This Canon is ſhort and ob- 
ſcure, and there have been ſeveral In- 
. terpretations of it, whereof this of Alba- 


ſpineus ſeems to be the beſt, viz. That 


while the Supreme Civil Powers were 
Heathen, it was judged highly unlawful 
for a Chriſtian to be a Civil Magiſtrate : 
becauſe it was next to impoſſible for him 


to be ſo, without committing Idolatry 2). 


And therefore it is probable, that when 


Chriſtians had procured ſuch Offices for 


themſelves, the Biſhop of the Dioceſe 


Where they had lived, would not give them 
Communicatory Letters to the Bifhop of 
that ee, which * were ſent to 


> 


an th. 4 * „* 
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(e) Via. Tertull. de liuuut. e Way. 


the Common. Law Courts cannot receive 
Appeals from the Eccleſiaſtical ones. And 


2 
991 mm cr. 


govern ; 
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Magiſtrate without bei 
ſinful Compliance with 


& 145 * d 
— 
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but were in ſome ſort excommiunictted; 


ſſed Chriſtianity, 
becauſe it was utterly impoſſible to al- 


ter at once the whole State of Affairs 


throughout that large Empire, it con- 
tinued difficult for a Chriſtian to be a 
guilty of ſome 
Heathen Ido- 
haters, who were till numerous and power- 
ful (H). Yer this Council thought fit to 


decree, that when a Chriſtian was made 
a Preſident, the Biſhop 
 Whereof he was then a Member, ſhould 


of the Dioceſe 


grant him Communicatory Letters to the 


Biſhop of the Dioceſe whither he was 
ſent to preſide: and that that Biſhop 


ſhould have a watchful Eye over his Be- 
haviour in his Preſidentſhip: and if he 
actually acted contrary to Chriſtianity (i), 


then, and not before, he ſhould: be ex- 


. 3 * 
* 8 0 88 bd het. Att. +. Mr. * 9 N — „ 
v 4 * — "= > 


1 * 


' (b) Innocent I. Ep. 2. Can. 11. Conſtat eos (Curiales) 
in ipſis muniis etiam Voluptates exhibere, quas a Diabolo 
inventas eſſe non dubium eſt, & ludorum vel munerum 
apparatibus aut præeſſe aut forſitan intereſſe. | 
i) Cum coperint contra Diſciplinam agere. Abbe. 
Albaſpineus poſt Geſta Purgationis Cæciliani & Felicis, 


p. 283. Edit. Paris 1631. Contra Diſciplinam publi- 


Fam gere. Binius, Contra Diſciplinam publice gere. 
Alit. 2 apud Binium. | 


* 


communicated, 
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our Adv 


mean Acting in Oppoſition to Charch-Gover- 


vors, did in that Age generally ſignify, 
1 contrary to the Goſpel, and to the 


tO ac 
Chriſtian Inſtitution in general. 
Now the Canon, underſtood in this 
Senſe, did not prohibit Chriftiaa Magi- 


ſtrates to Deprive Biſhops, but to com- 
mit Idolatry, and ſuch-like Violations of 
Chriſtianity. And if our Ad verſaries 
ſhould reject this Interpretation, I am 


however per᷑ſuaded, that they cannot find 


any Perſon before themſelves, who ever 


underſtood this Canon to relate to the De- 
privation of Biſhops by Civil Magiſtrates. 
III. A Third Teſtimony brought by 
Mr. Collier is, When ſome Biſhops at the 


c Council of Nzce laid before Conſtantine ” 


&« Inditments and Accuſations of one an- 


other, and deſired him to try them, 


he burned thoſe Papers and anſwer- 
« ed, It is not convenient that a Man 


„ ſhould judge 1 who are called Gads, 


© but that only Go ſhould judge them (t). 


= 5 


—_— 


(k) Ruffini, H. E. L. 1. c. 2. Cum ex omnibus pene 
locis Epiſcopi conveniſſent, & ut fieri ſolet, diverſis ex 
eauſis inter ſe jurgia quædam detuliſſent, eee 
. TY + 


og * A 
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commupicated. For the Words which 


erſaries render Breaking in upon ; 
the Diſcipline of the Church, whereby they 


Anſw. 1. 
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Anſw.. x. They were ſo; intent upon 


5 


their Private Diſputes, that the Publick 
Buſineſs of the Council was in danger 
of being neglected (0). And therefore 


it was highly expedient that they ſhould 


drop thoſe Diſputes, and Conſtantive en- 


deavoured to ſooth them into it. And 
what he ſays upon this Occaſion ought 


in all. Reaſon to be conſtrued, rather as 
a high Compliment which he paſſed up- 


frequenter à ſingulis, offerebantur Libelli, Culpæ profere- 
bantur, & magis ad hzc, quam ad id pro quo ventum 
fuerat animos dabant. At ille videns quod pet hujuſmodi 
jurgia cauſa ſummi negotii fruſtraretur, diem certam 
ſtatuit, qua unuſquiſque Epiſcoporum, ſi quid quetimoniæ 
habere videretur deferret. Et quum reſediſſet, ſuſcepit 3 
ſingulis Libellos, quos ſimul omnes ſinu ſuo continens, 


nec in iis quid contineretur aperiens, ait ad Epiſcopos; 


Deus vos conſtituit Sacerdotes & poteſtatem dedit de no- 
bis quoque judicandi; & ideo nos 4 vobis recte judica- 
mur: Vos autem non poteſtis ab hominibus judicari, 
propter quod Dei ſolius inter vos expectate judicium, & 
yeſtra jutgia, quæcunque ſunt, ad illud Divinum reſer- 
ventut examen. Vos àutem nobis à Deo dati eſtis Dii, 


& conyeniens non eſt ut homo judicet Deos, ſed ille ſolus, 


de quo ſeriptum eſt: Deus ſteric in Synagoga Deorum, in 

dio autem Deos diſcernit. Et ideo his omiſſis, illa 
quæ ad fidem Dei pertinent fine ulla animorum contenti- 
on me Cee 

(1) Ar ile videns quod per hujuſmodi jurgia Cauſa ſum- 
mi negotii fruſttaretur, &. Ruffinus 26. 1 
H. E. L. I. c. 17. Theo! F ſepias. ws U Idi, meaywdruy 
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ſtantine concludes his Speech to them; Aga , esp 
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on them to make them eaſy e his 
Retulal to be their Judge, — they 
bad ſo earneſtly defired him to be ſo; 
chan as a ſtrict Account af bis on Au- 
thority. /- 383 34 sig: 
: "Bur at moſt this Paſſage can only: ee 
that he thought it improper, but not that 
he thought it 2»/awfu/to be their Judge. 
His Words, according to Ruffinus are, 
that it was "inconvenient. (m), according 
to Gregory (, that it was an wworthy 
thing tor him to judge Biſhops, Indeed 
be ſays alfo, according to Sozomen (o), 
that it was anlamful for him to try Bi- 
ſhops; according to RH, (p), that 
5 —_ 9 be tried by „ 
ä E are commonly u 
Things which are highly . and 
unſrting, tho“ not 27 uruſt. 
The Arguments he uſes. are not 1 
monſtrative, but ſuch as are rather a- 
dapted to ſhew the Incongruity, than the 
e of. his N their Fa one of 


a. a : 
= — 


* s 


uf Convenieus non oft. Ub; 8 
kn) Gregarti I. Epiſf. L. 4. cap. 75. Dignum non 105 | 
ut _ DOE Deos. 


(e i ſupra. E Je 1 Ader 5 In, nur 
eig dure Are ug. | 
( Non * ab hominibus e, V. See. 


them 


n 


We” 


* 
4 


D 


gument is, That he * 
10 judge thoſe who are call Gods 0997 


bene Nonjtors. %% 


them recorded Oy Sorcomem (J) is, That 
nor to be ſuch 45: needed to le 
judged — — which implies, that it was 


Biſhops owg 
indecent to ſuppoſe Biſhops to be Cri- 


minal, but not, that when they were 


really Criminals, they could not be jud- 
ged. His Principal Arguments are, Firſt, 


That God had made them Biſhops, 40d; _ 


them omer to judge the Laity (). 


our Adverfaries cannot deny but ht 
God made ' Coſtantine Emperor, as well | 


as them Biſhops. His other, Principal Ar- 
4 Man, oug hit not 


whereby he exprefſed his Humility and 


low Opinion of himſelf, and his Reſpect 


for the Biſhops, and Regard to their great 


N 6b But it does not-neceffarily fol- 
at 


low, thoſe who are real Mex, 
not be judged by Men, darely becauſe 
they are called Gods. 


Auſw. 2. Before Our Aer den bnd in- a 


ſiſted ſo much upon this Teſtimony, they 
ome to have clearly proved, that all the 


e ee, © 3 469) 
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r) Deus vos conſtimit Sacerdotes, & \poreſtarem. dedic 

de nobis quoque judicandi. Ruffinus up. 4. by 
(J) Vos autem nobis à Deo dati eſtis * & conveni- 

ens non eſt, ut homo 3 Deos. Ibis. 
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\cct uſations here. ſpoken. of, related pore). 
to, Ecileſiaftical Matters; whereas all, or 
ef them ſeem to have been Civil 


| Cauſes. Ruffinas (t) ſays, that theſe Quar- 


rels aroſe, from Divers Cauſes. 5 


antine appointed a certain Day, on 


2 which every one of the Biſhops Who 
& had any Complaint to make, ſhould lay 
« At — him. And when that Day 


fo « 5 he adviſed them to reſerve their 


«: Quarrels, mhatſoe ver they were, to the 
« Pay of Judgment (2). Which Words 
: plainly to relate to Private and 


Perſonal. Quarrels. The Hiſtorians call 


chem Fargia, petty Quarrels, Quarrels of 
the B Biſhops . themſelues (w), the 


private Concerns of the Biſhops (x), In- 
dictments which, each Biſhop — — 


Crimes committed againſt himſelf (3) » 
+ Conſtantine did not indeed read 


| Accuſations ___ bart he > ſongs. plainly 


—— — — 


(el 1014. Divers ex canis inter ſe Jargia quedam de- 
tuliſſent. 

( Diem certum "Racnie, qua unuſquiſque Epiſco o- 
rum, ſi quid querimonie baberet, deferrer. Et . 
Veſtra jurgia, quecunque ſunt, ad illud dirinum reſer- 
vencur examen. Ibid. 

(uw) Inter ſe Jurgia quædam. Ib 1d. | 

(x) 25 oo, dia- ren e roveaber? 

Fa 1 

1 — Te 65G abrbs nn GOT OAs. 15. 

(2) Libellos ſinu ſuo continens, nec in eis INT | conti· 


neretut © pad Ruffinus Oe 


. to 


” 
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aueſſed, if not known them to 


Ne b 
„ 


to have 


have . chiefly of a C:vil Nature. He 


gave this Reason for burning them, vis. 
« Becauſe the Faults of Biſhops ought to 
« be.concealed from the Common Peo- 

« ple, leſt they ſhould. be offended and 


6 take — nb from thence to ſin with- 


*« out Fear (4): which Expreſſions ſeem 


to denote Vices and ſuch. Violations. of 


Morality as are properly cognizable by 
the Civil Magiſtrate. And he is report- 
ed to have added, That if he ſhould 


« ſee a Biſhop commit Adultery, he 


would cover the Crime with his Robe, 


« leſt the Sight of it ſhould do Hurt to 

others (b). And we may well conclude, 
that ſince this Vice of Adultery, of which 
he ſpeaks particularly, is confeſſedly cog- 
nizable by the Civil Magiſtrate, others of 
the abovementioned Faults were ſo too. 
This is certain, that he thus concluded 
his Speech to the Biſhops. Wherefore 
« laying aſide theſe Rt, apply 
+ your ſelves to the — of 


n — * 3 r 1 


„ 


7 — 
”_ m— 
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Authority of the Secular Power to inter- 


caſed, were Biſhops (d), and God had made 


210 ATxEATISE agdinſt the 


Matters of Faith (e); where he plain- 
ly diſtinguiſhes | berween theſe Arcaſa- 
trons and Matters of Faith, and ſup- 
poſes them to be of different Natures. 
From all which it clearly follows, that 
we have at leaſt as much reaſon to be- 


lieve that Conſtant ine here denied the 


poſe in the Civil, as in the Eccleſiaſtical 
e YG 58 On 

What confirms this is, that the only 
Reaſon given by Conſtantine, why he 
could not concern himſelf, was, not be- 
cuſe the Cauſes were Eccleſiaſtical, but 
becauſe the Parties both Accuſing and Ac- 


them ſo, and given them Power to judge the 
Laity, and the Title of Gods (e). And if 
this were a good Argument that he had 
not Authority to judge them in Eccleſta- 


ſtical Matters: it was as ſtrong a one, 


that he had not Authority to judge them 
in Civil neither. , 


4 8 i 


r 


le) Ideo his omiſſis illa quæ ad fidem Dei pertinent ſine 


ulla animorum contentione diſtinguite. Ruffinus ſupra. 


A 7 a * XgT1Y ops priruy * ee * Ne 
rudi. Sozom. ubi ſupra. | 


{@). Enna! XN. 5 Ypecie: wandras ofs e, 


dete 1grayopsrTuy K, xaTHYoprmiray. SOLOM,. ubi ſupra. 

le] Deus vos conſtituit ſacerdotes & poteſtatem dedit 

de nobis quoque judiMMndi -----. Vos autem nobis à deo 
dis Dit, Ruffi nus ſupra. | | : 


”.» *.4 
5 


N Since then, theſe Cauſes appear to have 


been moſtly Civil, and ſince Conſtantine 
declined trying them for this Reaſon, 
and as far as appears only for this Reaſon 
becauſe the Parties to them were Biſhops : 
either our Adverſaries muſt grant the 
Truth of what I have laid down, ws. 


That Confſfant ines Words ought not to be 


underſtood ſtrictly, but rather as a Com- 
plement paſſed upon the Biſhops; or elſe 
they muſt confeſs, that he maintained, 
that the Secular Power had not a Right 
to try thoſe Civil Cauſes, to which Ec- 


cleſiaſtical Perſons were Parties. And if 


he were ſo groſly miſtaken in that plain 
Point, his Opinion can be of no Weight, 
as to the Matter in Queſtion, 

There are other Abſurdities, of which 
Conſtantine muſt be allow'd to have been 
guilty, if he be ſuppoſed to have deſigu- 
ed to have argued /tri4ly. For he re- 
ſtrained that Paſſage in the Pſalms, I 
have ſaid, Te are Gods, to Eccleſiaſtical Go- 
vernours, which is generally underſtood 
of Civil Judges, and at leaſt may as pro- 
perly be conſtrued of them as of Eccleſiaſti- 


only could judge the Cauſes of Biſbops, 


and that in the Day of Tudgment (tf) ; Ac- ; 


(Y Propter quod Dei ſolius inter vos expectate judi- 
um, & veſtra jurgia ad illum divinum reſerventur exa- 

en. Ruffinus ſuprs. as” . xaT1y/oglay A ei- 
: ; : 3 


K Ho 
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cording to which Doctrine, Synods have | « 
no Authority to try Cauſes of Biſhops, & 


any more than Civil Judges have 
Anſiv. 3. It is manifeſt,that theſe Biſhops, 7 
who were not a few (g), thought that Con. (0 
ſtant ine was a competent Judge in theſe « 


| 5 Cauſes, becauſe they apply d to him as ſuch. 4 
| So that Mr. Collier has produced a much 4 


| | ſtronger Teſtimony for us, than he has . 
x for our Adverfaries, ſuppoſing Conſtantine * 
to have been of their Opinion. For I 8 
| cannot doubt but they themſelves will B 
readily allow, that the Judgment of many 0 
of thoſe Primitive Brſhops, who compo- e 
ſed the great Council of Nice, ought N 
more to be regarded than that of a ſingle 8 
—_— OR. ONS Or ce 
IV. Mr. Collier thus introduces his + 
Fourth Teſtimony from Conſtantines WW 7. 
Reign. When St. Athanaſius was 9 
charged at the Council of Tyre with 1 
“ breaking the Communion Cup, and E 
* throwing down the Altar, Count 1 
Dionyſias came into the Synod with a 1 
« Guard to keep good Order. This Wy 
= « Military Appearance look'd like me- C 
b xe 7e, Thy vvi e 8 abe gl | dau 3 ro ſt 
deines ranrm TNLTE Sozom. wbi ſupra. | 8 tt 

(2 ) Ie mol T cepswy -oooo, EY $ a 56 20 1 cut · 
bars. Sozom. ubi ſupra. Cum ex omnibus pene locis B 
Egiſcopi conveniſſent, & diverſis ex cauſis inter ſe jurgia it 


quædam detuliſſent, interpellabatur frequenter à ſingulis. | 


Ruffinus ſupra. 


« nacing 
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„ nacing the Council, and over-awing 


y | „ the Biſhops. Upon, this Score St. 4- 
x. * thanaſius complains of the Figure and 


60 Proceedings of this Council. If the 
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1 « Biſhops, ſays he, are to be Judges and 1 
5 * pronounce upon the Cauſe, which wa) can bi 
f the Emperor be concern d in the A 1 
Anſw. 1. Mr. Collier deſigus we ſhould vi 
n from hence conclude, that Emperors have Tl 
I no Authofity to concern themſelves in 14 
1 thoſe Cauſes, which are cognizable by. - 

| Biſhops.. But that 1s more than is War- 

J ranted by this Paſſage, even as he repre- 

* ſents it. For all which can be neceſſari- 

5 ly inferred from it is, that the Emperor 


and his Officers and Guards were. not 
conſtituent Members of Synods : but not, 
that the Emperor could not take Cogni- 
zance of Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes in his Ci- 
vil Courts. There are ſeveral Cauſes 
which may be tried in our Cevil or 
Eccleſiaſtical Courts, as ihe Plaintiff makes 

his Option. Now if ſuch a_ Cauſe were 
trying in one of our Biſbop's Courts, and 
ſome of the Judges of our Common Law 


a = & www HO OO O 


4 Courts ſhould intrude, and act as Eccliſia- 
L ſtical Judges; it might well be ſaid to 
I them; Since the Cauſe is to be tried in the 
« Biſhops Court, What bave you to do with 
1 it? And yet from thence it could by no 


* means 


WY 


214 A TxEATISE agarmſt the | 
means be gathered, that the Iudges of 
our Common-Law Courts, and much leſs 
that the King himſelf, had no Authori- 


ty to take Cognizance of other Cauſes 
ien EDEN. 
 Anſw. 2. Mr. Collier does in his Mar- 
gin refer us for this Paſſage to Athanaſiuss 
ſecond Apology to Conſtantius. So I ſup- 

poſe he meant the pu ty, Bohn 
taken out of the Circular Epiſtle of 
the Synod of Alexandria, recited by 4 


rhanaſias in his Apolo 4 againſt the Ari- | 


ans, which is entituled his Second Apology 
to Conſtantius, in the Paris Edit. 1627 (i). 


The Euſebians pretend the Name of 
« a Synod, but in effect it is all the 


„Work of the Emperor. For a Count 


« preſides, and Soldiers guard the Bi- 


cc ſhops. Obſerve here the Abſurdity 
* and Inconſiſtency of their Attempts. 
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For if they had. ſuffered themſelves to 


« have judged in this Cauſe only as Bi- 
« ſhops, What need was there of a Count 
« and Soldiers? But if they wanted the 
„Emperor, and deſired that their Pro- 


3 7 might be confirmed by him, 


« why did they reverſe his Judgment? 
And when he in his Letter pronounced 


„ the, Melitians to be wicked and falſe 


« Accuſers, and - Athanaſius to be moſt 
„ innocent, how came they to declare 
&« that the Melitiaus ſpoke Truth, and 
« that Athanaſias was guilry 3 


— . 


This Synod ſpeaks much to, the fame 


* 


Purpoſe. in another Paſſage of the ſame 


Epiſtle (K) where they repreſent, that 


no. Credit was due eithir to the Synod or Judg. 


4 o IS * 


ment which the Euſebians boaſted ſo much 


. 7 

ails 1 
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p. 734. Adde ipſius Athanaſii Verba, Kis N 6 da- 


P 4 ag”. 


| : 1 5 C nk 7 . 
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of, and that the Council of Tyre had no 
Regard to Truth, and prove it by this 
Argument among others. How: dare 
they call that a Synod where a Count 


4 prefided, and the Executioner was 


„ preſent, and we were introduced by 
the Goaler inſtead of the Deacons of the 
Church? He ſpoke, and thoſe who. 


* 


.c 
o 


K 


6 were preſent held their Peace, or rather 
“ obey'd the Count. And the Removal 
© of the pretended Biſhops was hindered 
„ by his Will ((). He commanded, we 
« were driven by the Soldiers: Or rather, 
„ the Euſebians commanded, and he was 
« ſubſervient to their Determinations. 

The Fuſebian Arians having got the 


** 


* 


Synod of Tyre to condemn Athanaſius, 
laid the greateſt Streſs upon it; parti- 


cularly in a Letter of theirs to Julius Bi- 
ſhop of Rome, they aſſerted, thar the Au- 


thority of no Synod was to be ſhaten (m). 


And the plain Deſign of both the Paſ- 


ſages above produced, is to anſwer this 
Pretence, and to ſhew, that the Sentence 


1 4 
. 


* 


(1) Athanaſius and bis Adherents had demanded that 
the Ar ian Bithops ſhould be removed out of the Synod 
of Tyre, but could not obtain it. IId. p. 788, 795, 
795, 8 | ne RET, 

(mM) E. 5, 46 ac er, ao x64 Th 42;0v ixdgy dy- 
, x. 7.2. Ejift, Julii ad Euſebianos Scripea. Ibid. 
. e 


of 


. doo 2. a as i. am en >. the wt r iis De hu 


w ww ot 


of the Synod of Tyre was of no Authori- 


ty, becauſe it was not a free Synod, but 


aw'd by Officers and Soldiers: And Mr, 
Collier owns ſo far, that Count Dionylius's 


coming into the Synod with a Guard, look'd 


like menacing the Council, and over-awing the 
Biſhops. And' the former Paſſage proves 


alſo, that tho' the Emperor was ſo far 
deceived that his Force was made uſe 
of to procure that Sentence, yet it ought 
not to be eſteemed his Sentence, becauſe 


it was contrary to his Judgment.' And 
neither of the Paſſages aſſerts, that the 
Emperor had no Authority in Eccleſiaſti- 


nod; tho if that had been ſaid, it would 


as I ha ve juſt now obſerved: So that it is 


ſtrange that they ſhould collect from theſe 


peror's Juriſdiction in Eccleſiaſtical Mat. 
ters. If a King of Great- Britain ſhould 


Paſſages that Arhanaſius rejected the Em- 


treat one of our Parliaments in ſuch a 
manner as the Synod of Tyre was treated, 
and ſhould ſend his Generals and Soldi- 


ers into the Houſes to awe and corrupt 


the Members: Qur Adverſaries them- 


ſelves would confeſs him to be a very 


bad Logician, who ſhould conclude, that. 
thoſe who ſhould upon ſuch an —_— 
| OE fx - 


„ 
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cal Matters, nor ſo much, as that the 
Emperor had nothing to do with a Sy- 


have been of no Service to our Adverſaries, 
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ſay y. What: Jude addin do with free po 


liaments? thereby denied our King to 
have any Authority in Civil Matters. 
And yet our Adverſaries are frequently 


guilty of this Abſurdity, and when they 


meet with Paſſages wherein the Ribers 


complain of particular Princes for uſing 


Violente, and proceeding partialiy and arbi. 


trarih in Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes, preſently 


infer,: that thoſe Fathers thought it un- 
lawful for Princes to interpoſe 4t al in 


ſuch Cauſes: as will hereafter Apen 
* more Inſtances... 


Theſe Paſſages then of this E piſtledo 
not prove . to have — the 
Emperor's Juriſdiction in | Eccleſiaſtical 


Matters: And it is certain from another 
Paſſage in this very Epiſtle, that Athanaſius, 
thoꝰ over-born by the Force of the Empe- 
ror's Officers, yet confeſs d his Authority in 


Eccleſiaſtical Matters. The Paſſage I mean 


is as follows (2) * The Count uſed Force, 


“ and was very zealous: againſt: A. han. 


fuss. Whereupon Biſhop: Athanaſius 
* fled from che Force which was uſed, 


—— 2 3 1 e 


FILL . 
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ly acknowledge the Er 4 
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«and went to the Emperor, and pray'd 
% to be freed both from the Count and 


te from the Conſpiracy of the Eaſebian 


„ Biſhops, and deſired that a lawful Sy- 
„ nod of Biſhops might be aſſembled, 


« or that he himſelf would receive his 
Pefence, as to the Crimes which they 
* laid to his Charge. Whereupon the 
4 Emperor promiſed, that he would hear 


4 the Cauſe himſelf.” And this Account 
is confirmed by the Emperor's own Let- 


ter concerning this Marter, which I nave 
before (o) quoted. 

From hence then it is as clear as the 
Light, that what Athanaſius rejected was 


the Count's Force, not the Emperor's Ju- 
riſaiftion in Eccleſiaſtical Matters. On 


the contrary, if by defiring that a Synod 


of Biſhops might be aſſembled, he ac- 


know led ny he arifaittion « of Synods; as 
he manifeſtly did; then by 0 iring the 
Emperor to try his Cauſe, he did as ful- 


ron. | 
And farther, ſince 4. anaſius thus ac: 
knowledg'd the Emperor's Juriſdiction, it 
is probable, that this Synod alſo of Alexan- 


"aria were of the ſame Sentiment: Since 


they were Athanaftus's Adherents, and 


wrote this very! a ve in- — Echall. And 


0 Supra, P: 46. 
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it is ann hs thoſe Beyptian a 


who were preſent at the Council of Tyre, 


and were Forty Nine in Number, and 
were in all likelihood in a good Mea- 


ſure the ſame with thoſe Biſhops who 


compoſed this Alexandrian Council, own- 
ed their Prince's Supremacy. in Eceleſia- 
tical Cauſes. Fof- they being wearied 


out with the Partiality of the Synod 


0 


* 


* him to reſerve the Hearing of their 
« Cauſe (i. e. of the Cauſe of Athanaſius 


« their Archbiſbop,) to the Emperor him- : 


+5 ſelf, before whom they ſhould be per- 
A mitted to lay the Rights of the Church, 
and their on Rights; and they a. 


* jured him, that he would concern him - 


« ſelf no farther, nor make any Motion 
in the Synod, with relation to theit 
9 Affairs N 507 en bet, arne age 
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of Tyre, delivered a Proteſtation to : 
Count Diongſius; wherein they deſire 
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knowledged, that the Emperor was a 
Judge of Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes, and a 


5 more proper one than the Synod of Tyre. 


So that this Objection of Mr. Collier has 


given me occaſion to fhew, that both 
the great Athanaſius was of our Opinion, 


and alſo many Biſhops of Egypt his Ad- 
herents, who were not only Cathotick and 


Primitive Biſhops, but probably moſt of 
them Coxfeſſors for the Faith. i 
Mr. Collier's next Claſs of Teſtimonies 


is from Con ſtantiuss Reign, and they 
chiefly relate to the Diſpute concerning 
Athanaſias : but before I proceed to them, 


J ſhall for the better underſtanding them, 
premiſe and make good the following Ob- 


ſervations. oat Tha > 
The Diſpute concerning Athanaſius was 


of a mixed Nature, not being purely a 


Matter of Diſcipline, but principally a 
Matter of Faith. The Synod of He 


proceeded againſt him with the greateſt 


Injuſtice and Partiality, and depoſed him, 
when he was abſent; and this they did, 
tho? upon other Pretences, yet really be- 
cauſe of his Orthodoxy and Oppolition to 


Arianiſm. Conſtantias and the Euſebian 


Arians endeavoured to get the Sentence 
of that Synod confirmed by the Weſtern 
Biſhops, not only out of Hatred to 4- 


tbanaſius, but principally to introduce the 
| N e Arian 
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222 A TRRATISE againſt the 


Ska Faith into the Welt ; And the Ca- 


| tholick Biſhops oppoſed that Sentence, 
not fo much out of Regard to Athanaſius, 
. as in Defence of the true Faith, which 


was artſully ſtruck at through his Sides. 


Thoſe Biſhops of Egypt who were pre- 
ſent at the Council of 7 ye, being in Nw: 
ber Forty Nine, deliver'd. a Writi 
that Council concerning that Part of 3 
Charge againſt Athanaſius, which related 
to the breaking the Communion Cup 

by his Presbyter' Macarias. And there - 
in they declare, © that the Euſehians bore 


«© an Enmity not only. to them, but to 


„„ all the Ox THoDON, and that the 
“ Cauſe of their attacking and conſpiring 
« againſt them all, was tor the ſake of 
& Arias's Maaneſs Mr the Fathers commonly 
4 termed Hereſy) and his wicked D o- 
© CTRINE (4), So that it was known 
from the . that Athanaſius was 
proſecuted becauſe of his Orthodoxy. 

The Biſhops of Egypt, Lybia and Panta 
polis in their Synodical Epiſtle, among 
many other e to che lane Erreßt 
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ſay exf reſly of the Euſebians, that the Rea- 
ſon' of their Proceedings was; that they | 
might deſtroy 4 Babor, (vis. Athanaſius) 
who als not jield- to their impions Here- 
5 , and that rhe Hereſy of the impious 
Arians might be introduced ph * the 
true Religion (). 5 
The Council a of Seite hic 75 
whis aſſembled on Account of A- 
ſres, ſay in their Synodical Epiſtle to 
the Church of Alexandria, „that the 
«crafty Deſign of the Leaders of theſe 
«"4rjans always was to perſecute the Or- 
% thodox, and thoſe who held the Do- 
<Arine of the Catholick Church, parti- 
©cylarly Arhanafras (t) ” And they ex- 
| hort ng Alexanarians to contend chief- 
for the Sound Faith, and for the In- 
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224 ATREATISE againſt be 
„ nocency of Athanaſius (a). And tlie 


ſame Council, in the beginning of their 
Circular Epiſtle to all the Biſhops of the 
Catholick Church, writes to this Effect. 


© The Arians have formerly made many 
and frequent Attempts. againſt thoſe 
„% who profeſſed the Sound Faith in Fa- 


« vour of their own ſpurious Doctrine: 


4 And at this Time they have riſen up 


„ moſt remarkably againſt the Faith (x). 
« The Cauſe of Aſlembling this Coun- 


„ cl was, that all Difference of Senti- 
«© ments, and all Falſe Faith might be 
© be taken away: And that all Men 
„ might only profeſs the true Chriſtian, 
Religion. For the Eaſtern Biſhops 9 7 
Vlat- 


„ hither chiefly on account of thoſe 


« ters which they had made ſo great a 
« Noiſe about relating to Athanafius Bi- 


& ſhop of Alexandria, and Marcellus 


<< Biſhop of Arcra. For perhaps thoſe 


_« Acculations have reached to you, and 


ths perhaps (the Arians) have endeavour- + 
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. ane y 
* gainſt the Innocent, and 70 hide the Sa. 
© ſpicios' of their wich ed Hereſy (O), Here 
we gr; from no leſs Authority than this 
Council, that the Perfecutors of Arbanaſius 


were Enemies to the Faith as well as to 


. 


the Governinent of the Church: That 


the End of this Council's Meeting was to 
remove falſ Faith, and to eſtabliſh the 
True; and that the Meaus whereby 5 
8 Babe to obtain that End, was b 


owing a fair Trial to Athanaſius, nd 


: other Sr accuſed. by the Arians. 


After this the Council goes on to relate 


ſeveral of the Proceedings of the Euſebians 
Athanafius's Cauſe, and how grievouſly 

they had perſecuted hit and ſome others 

of the Orthodox, and then adds, © They 


«do af theſe 8 ich: to e 


* Arias oy ©: . 
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8 So Council bad very. 1 Ground 
to ſay this. For Hofeds of n 1 
* ing Biſbop in it, in a Lett 


to Conſtantins, tells him, « That v v — pu 


1 e ag Valens (the principal Accu- 


ſers and 174 kee of Athanefras) ug 


2 they ſaid not on account of AF 
& but of their own Herely (%. 
5 he proves from hence, that at ich 


Synod of - Sardica he ſeveral times 


— 


. 


4 if they * ny thing againſt him, to 
& prove it, AY before; the, Council or 


4 * 
8 K 


before him 2 Seng promiſing, 


4 that if Athapafias. were found. guilty, 

e he ſhould. be 3 + 0 1 that if 4 

„ ſhould appear i ries nd they ſhould 

& ſtill be for. rej . A .he would 
Pt nog decay to go away with 


into Spain: and that Athanaſius 


& conſented. this Propoſal, but the o- 
« thers refuſed to comply with it (). 


So that it was indeed very clear, that 
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hallen ged. the Enemies of Athanaſras, ; 
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PR y really had nothing to obſect againſt 


e as, but his Orthodoxy, 24 that 
fired his Condemnation, not fo 
much to get rid of him, as that with him 
the Doctrine which he ef pouſed miitit be 
alſo condemned. And dere doe Hofrus 
miglit well ſay, as he did, © that Arhana- 


LO 45 and Libs, and all the others Were 


rſecuted | for the fake of "mp Truth 
- Liberids alſo, Gn has been ſo often 


mentioged, tells us expreſly (4), © that 
© Lawifer "of Sardinia diſcovered, that 
"<> theſ&Hereticks made theſe Attemiprs, 


under Pretence of oppoſing Athanaſius, 
« bit really out of Zeal for their own 
« Faith.” And for theſe Reaſons, when 


he was urged by Cunſtantius to concut i 
condemning 2 he required, 
that in the firſt Place there might be 
<« an Univerſal Subſcription to the Mi- 
c cen Creed; and that then, When it 
. 3 char thoſe who Pcb ; 
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(4) Cum Latebras Cauſæ interioris cognoviſſer (Luci- 
fer de Sardinia) & perveniſſet ad ejus Conſcientiam, ſub 


occaſione nominis Athanaſii Hæreticos hxc velle rentare- 
pro deyotione fidei ſuæ. Ep. Liberii ad Euſebium Ver 


Qz Athana- 
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Faith, there might be a Coubeil held 
& at Alexandria to try the Cauſe between 
ee them and Achanafrns (e). And at an- 

* other Time he inſiſted upon the like 
Terms, and gave this Reaſon for it, 
* Becauſe it was not poſſible that thoſe 
„ who maintained an Heretical Faith 

« ſhould be. Members of a Catholick 


« Synod ; nor Was it proper to try the 


« 
6 


* 


Queſtion of Facts before they had de- 


** 


And at the Convention held at Arles, 


40 the Legates of the Catholic Italians, 
« previouſly to their entring into that 


Convention, propoſed to comply with 
ee the Delires of the Eaſterns, (or Euſe- 
64 lian) on Condition they would con- 
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' termined the Queſtion of Faith (). 
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Council, the Eaſterns declared, that 
* they could not condemn the Doctrine 
of Arias, but that Athanaſius muſt be 
< Excommunicated ; which was the on- 
& ly thing they required (g). 


And in the Synod: of Milan, Enſe- 


4 bius Biſhop of Vercelles, being deſired 
< to ſubſcribe the Sentence againſt 4. 


* thanaſias, ſaid, 8 they ought firſt to be 
s ſatislied of the Orthodoxy of the Bi- 


4 ſhops who proſecuted him; and there- 
< upon he produced the WVicene Creed, 
“ promiſing that he would do all they 
« defired, if they would ſubſcribe it. 
« And Diomſius Biſhop of Milan took 
ce the Paper and began to ſubſcribe : but 
e Palens forced the Pen and Paper out 
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) Manent Literæ Legatorum, qui ad Clementiam 
tuam fuerant deſtinati, quæ nuper venerunt: quibus 
ſignificant, propter turbationem omnium Ecclefiarum ſe 
quidem ante ſuccumbere ſententiis Orientalium voluiſſe: 
fropoſuiſſe: tamen conditionem, fi iidem Arii Hereſfin 
condemnaſſent, boc genere ſe inclinatos eorum ſenten- 
tiis obedire. Placitum, ut ipſi ſignificant, ſcriptura 
reſte, fitmatur. Itur in Concilium: accipiunt cum deli- 
beratione reſponſa, Arii Doctrinam ſje damnare non 


poſſe; Athanaſium, quod ſolum exigebant, communi- 
one eſſe privandum. Ep. Liberii ad Conſtantium J. in 
Conciliis. Who thoſe Legates were, and by whom ſent, 


Vt ibid. ip Epiſt. Liberii ad Hoſium. | 
ME * of 
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< agreed to, and ſubſcribed this Propo- 
ſal: but when thereupon they met in 
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ce of his Hand,  faying, that nothing of - | 1 
„that Nature muſt be done (, And 1 
indeed, thoſe who proſecuted 4thanafins 


* confeſſed that they did it principally out * 
ol Oppoſition to the Vicene Faith. For | | 
when Conſtantius had conſented that A4tha- L 

naſius (hould return to his See, and there- y 

upon there was great Joy among the . 


Orthodox, and the true Faith gained 1 
much Ground, the Exſebians came and 
ſaid to that Emperor : © When we firſt 4 
“ petitioned you, we were not believed, 
For we told you, when you ſent for 
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(*) Conventus (Euſebius) ut in Athanaſium ſubſcribe- 
ret, ait, de Sacerdotali fide prius oportere conſtare, com- 
pertos ſibi quoſdam ex his, qui adeſſent, Hæretica labe 
pollutos. Expoſitam Fidem apud Nicæam poſuit in 
medio, ſpondens, omnia ſe, quæ poſtularent, ale factu- 
rum, ſi pro Fidei ſubſeriptione ſcripſiſſent. Dionyſius 
Mediolanenſis Epiſcopus chartam primus aceepit: ubi 
profiteri ſcribendo cœpit, Valens Calamum & Chartam 
e manibus ejus violenter extorſit, clamans, non poſſe 
fierj, ut aliquid inde gereretur. Hilarii Lib. ad Conſtan. 
fe 82, 6. Edit. Paris 1544. Diony ſius Mediolanenſium 
Sacerdos in Athanaſii condemnationem ſe conſentire ſub- 
ſeripſit, dum modo de fide inter Epiſcopos quæreretur. 
& infra; cum tamen homines parati ſur Athanaſium 
a Communione ſuſpendere, dum modo de fide inter E- 
: py quæteretur. Sulp. Severus Hifi, Sac. L. 2. c. 54. 
o the ſame Purpoſe ſpeaks Socrates, H. E. L. 2. c. 36. 
and Sox. L. 4. C. 9. it nen 49A 
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4 At anaſius ack again, that in recalling 


bim, you ejected our Hereſy ()) 
. Laſtly, Athanaſius aſſures us, that the 


Cauſe of the Egſcbiaus raiſing ſuch uni- 
“ verſal Commotions, was in hopes that 


„thereby they ſhould at length make 


4 void the Sentence pronounced againſt the 


“ Arian Hereſy (#),” And he frequently 
not only aſſerts, but clearly proves, that 


this was the Cauſe of their perſecuting him 


in particular: « Becauſe, in the Reigu of 


© Conſtantine the Council of Jeruſalem, at 
© the. ſame time that it approved of his 


„ Baniſhment, received both Arius him 
& ſelf and his Followers to Communion 


re (!) g and becauſe Conſtantius after ward 


« perſecuted other Biſhops without pre- 
“ tending any Crime againſt them, and 
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« when he ejected Athanaſus out of the 


«See of Alexandria, he delivered the 


Churches to thoſe who were truly 4. 
s rians, and had been from the Beginning 


s excommunicated together with Arias, 
„ by Alexander Biſhop. of Alexanaria (m). 
heſe are Teſtimonies of the Principal 
Perſons condemned in this Affair, and of 


thoſe very Perſons whom our Adverſaries 


quote againſt us, and it would be end- 
le ſs to produce all the Proofs which are of 
this Matter: and it would have been need- 
leſs to have produced 42% in ſo plain a 
Caſe, but that it is a principal Deſign of 

the Hiſtorical Collector to make out, that 
the Catholicks refuſed to Communicate 
with the Euſebian Biſhops, barely be- 
cauſe of their wrongful Succeſſions, and that 
the Main Point then under debate was not 
Arianiſm, but the Uncanonical Deprivation 


of Athanaſius and ſome other Biſhops : where 
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28 his own Title Page confutes him, and 
he has only only ſhewn, that his Cauſe 


wants to be ſupported by Paradoxes and - 
falſe Hiſtory, For in his Title Page he 


had the Indiſcretion to inſert the follow- 
ing Quotation out of Z7ilary (n), Chri- 
4 ſtian Communion has been confined to 
„ us, fince the Church has begun to be 


« yexed with ſuch Diſturbances, that che 


« Faith is endangered, and the Articles of 
« our Lord's Dogrine are determined by 
« the Will and Power of Men. PA 
I proceed now to conſider Mr. Collier's 


Teſtimonies, And his frf Teſtimony in 


Point of Time, is this. © Even in the Reign 
4 Conſtantias himſelf, who carried the 


« Regale much higher than any Prince 
« of thoſe Times, *tis ordained at the 


Council of Antioch. That if any Biſhop 


© depoſed by a Synod, ſhonld dare to diſtarb 


the E mperor'”s Ears, when be ought to 2 


c peal to a greater Synod, and to lay his 
6c pretended Rights before more Biſhops, and 
wait for their Examination and Determi- 


A 
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_ (n) Ex eo intra nos tantum communio dominica con- 
tinetur, ex quo his perturbationibus vexari Eccleſia cœpta 


eſt, ut exulent Epiſcopi, demutentur Sacerdotes, plebs 


terreatur, fides periclitetur, humano arbitrio ac pote- 
ſlate. doctrinæ dominice decreta ſtatuantur. Hilar. de 
Synodis. f. 86, C. conf, f. ß n 
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kak nation ; if if Deſpiſ 8 theſe he U. di 
| « fturb the Emperor, e ſhould not be capa- 
| 85 1 % Fi (0. St. Chryſoſtom loſt his 
1 1 4 Archbihoprick on Pretence of this Ca- 
5 | 40 non. * 
i Anſw. 1. Many ueſtion the Authority 
8 | of this Council. 4rhanaſizs (p), Innocent I. 
E - Biſhop of Rome (90, St. Chry/oſtow and the 
| Biſhops whoadhered to him (7), rejected 
it as an Arian Council. And our Adver- 
faries will have a hard Task to prove, 
that the ſecond Depoſition of St. Chry/c- 
om was not valid, if this Council, wu 
Canon were then in Force: As. I ſhall 
hereafter obſerve more fully. And if it 
were valid, then the Schiſm which fol. 
lowed it, was juſtly charged upon the 
3 his Adherents, co whom our 
Adverſaries delight to compare them- 
ſelves. 
| Thus much is certain. ban, Was 
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preſent 


at 


\ 


preſent at this Synod (/) and it was in 2 


Succeſſor (). And Socrates (u), and So- 
zomen (m), and St. Chryſofftom (&) affirm, 
that the real Deſign of aſſembling this 
Council, was to ſubvert the Nicene Faith; 
And with reſpect to this particular Canon, 
Palladias ()) and Innocent (⁊) aſſert, that 
it was rejected by the Council of Sardica. 
And the ſame Palladius (a), and Sacrates 
the Hiſtorian (6b), or St. Chryſoſtom him- 
ſelf, (for J do not know whether Socrates 
ſpeak his own Senſe, or relate Chryſoſtom's 
Words), ſay that this Canon was made 
on purpoſe againſt Athanaſius, and that 
they depoſed him on Pretence of his hav- 
ing ated in a contrary manner. For when 


he had been condemned and depoſed by 


the Synod of Thre, he had been reſtored 
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great meaſure managed by the Arians, tho? 
ſome of the Members were ſincere Catho- 
licks. It confirmed Athanaſſusis Depoſiti- 
on, and conſtituted Gregory the Arian his 


$ _—_— — — — ——— > ger 
I - . 
4 PIR * 


— 


4 12 
bs 34 
= * = 
. 
23386 1k 
1 = 7 5 
+: 
+ 
# 14 
> THE <7 
- 827 
: N iS 
TH 
[1 
1 
12 
1 
1 | 
# £ 
5 1 
EY 
1 
Is. 16-1 
9 * {3 
1440 
1 | 
* 13 
7 1 7 
4 Js 
„ 14 
1 1 
$ 4 
14 
81 
i . 
1 
TY 5 
* 


| 236 A TREAT I SE ꝙainſt the 


to the See of Alexandria by the Command 
bol the Emperor Conſtantine Junior, without 

any Synod (c). So that whether: this Sy- 
nod ought to be received or rejected, and 
whatever they might think, it is plain, 
that Athanafius was of our Opinion, and 
that he judged it lawful for him, when 

condemned by a Synod, to be reſtored. by 
the Civil Power uot mb egy Jrrngo. 
Anſi. 2. Suppoling for Argument ſake 
this to have been a Catholick Council, our 
Adverfaries can make no Advantage of 
this Canon, Becauſe, whatever the Mean- 
ing of it be, it no more implies that the 
Emperor had not Authority on juſt Occa- 


ſions to interpoſe after the Deciſion of a 


Synod, than the like is implied of an Oe- 


cumenical Council by the ſixth Canon of 


the General Council of Conſtantinople, which 
thus ordsin'd .. mn bots ut 
-* Thoſe who have any Complaints to 
4 make againſt a Biſhop, ſhall lay them 
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« fir Ve wok all the Biſhops of the Di- 
«. tric, then before all the Biſho ops of 


« the OE And if any one deſpiſing 
« all the Biſbo ops of the Province ſhall — to 
« diſturb the Emperor or Civil 3005 or an 
10 1 Synod, his Complaint ſhall 
be rejected, as coming from a Subver- 
« ter of Eccleſſaſtical Order. 
It is plain, that this Canon 7 7 Ap- 
cals as well to Occumenical Cough as to 


27 Canon as we do. For 0 wit 
Adverſaries objected againſt Fob Chryſo- 
ftom, that having been depoſed by a Sy- 
nod, he had returned of himſelf to his See 
contrary to this Canon; they made this 
Defence for him, among others, That he 


had not returned to his See of himſelf, but 


by.. the Emperor's Command (N. Which 


le] They thus ſay to the Emperor: zn wy N ir- 


1, 4 N be * Gs 15 ſderccſas, ven — 
Aire 


der would have been abſurd, if it bad 


Tal Power to the Civil; it 
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been Y me 12 927 for a Bifnop de 
by a ro be in any Caſe re- 
F 
. Suppoſiug this anon to Have 
pechibten all Appeals from rhe Ectlefizſti- 
does not from 
thence follow that the Cbuntil judged all 


ſuch Appeals to de in thediſelyes unftwful 


For FUL J Of 119 / es 169 
1. They might make this Canon 
only becauſe they tho; 1 
per hit Cauſes which had been profe- 
851 at firſt according to Eccleſiaſtiral 
orms and before Eccleſiaſtical Judges, 


| Hold be finiſhed in the ſame manner, 80 
when a Man has entered à Cauſe in one 
of our Eoccleſiaſtical Coutts, he cannot 


many rimes remove it into one of our 
Common. Law Courts; tho? at firſt he 


might have made his Option” which -urt 


to proſecute it in. 
2. Con ſtantius was prefent at this Count) 
and there can be no doubt but & particu: 


larly apptoved of this Canon, which Was 


made on put poſe to ſerve his Turg. And 


therefore all which this Canon neceſſarily 


proves is, that Conſtantius conſented) that 
entences paſſed by the Eccleſiaſtical Fow- 


| FEY Apud Pallad. de Vita Chryſoſt. b. 79. "Hate 


. H. E. L. 5. c. 74 
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er ſhould be. without Appeal. M himſelf, 
and that this Council accepted o 


the Synod of Antioch judged ſuch. Appea 
in themſelves unlawful ;. any more than i 1 


Biſhops in Civil Cauſes, becauſe he thought 


fore ohſerved. Tr 

The Reaſong. given in the Canon for 
this Prohibition are not that the Emperor 

wanted Authority to receiye the Appeals, 

but becauſe to appeal immediately to 


of the Province, would be a Contempt of 
zn. and only a Diſturbance of him. 

As to the 1 Reaſon L obſerve that the a. 
baremehfiengd Canon of the Sy nod of Con- 


rt Lantinople did in like Manner prohibit Men 


i to appeal to a General Council before their 
L Cauſe had been tried by the Synod of the 


. Province, becauſe fo to earn be an . Y 


5 to that Synod. 


a As to the 24 Reaſon, c 4 "has it would bis | 
7 Difturbence to the Emperor, Fobſervethat this 
t very Sy nod in the Canon immediately pre- 


ceding, do in like manner prohibit Clergy- 


men to repair to the Emperor's Court 


2 5.5 > ax HO 


1 Pris 
vilege-;- but not that either Conſe antius hy | 


roves Conſtantine to have eſteemed it in it 
elf ſinful to appeal from the Sentences of 


fit to ordain, that ſuch Sentences alſo 
ſhould be pam ag Appeal, as LThave bet 


him without firſt appealing; to the Synod 
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without the Approbation of their Metropo- 


litan, &c. for fear they ſhould diſturb the Em. 
Peror (F). But no one can imagine this to 


have been in it ſelf ſinful. So there are 
many Cauſes which cannot be brought at 
all before our Houſe of Lords: Now no 
one can ſuppoſe the Reaſon of this to be, 
Defe& of Juriſdiction in that Houſe: but 


rather becauſe if all Cauſes might be 
brought before them, it would be exceed- 
ing troubleſome to them, and ig the 

| a of the publick Buſineſs.  -* 


' Anſw. 4 . Suppoling this Council to have 
thought 3 it in it ſelf unlawful for a Biſhop 
Depoſed by a Synod to appeal to the Em- 
peror, it will not even from thence follow, 


that they judged it unlawful for an Em- 


peror to Deprive Criminal Biſhops him. 
ſelf, For there are many Reaſons, for 


which they might think it lawful for the 
Emperor to Deprive Biſhops, and yet un- 


lawful for Biſhops depoſ | by a Synod to 
-N to the Emperor. 

II. Another of Mr. Collier S Teſtimonies 
is from Conſtantius himſelf, © Conſtantins 


he 
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t convenedd ſome Weſtern Biſhops to eon. 
firm ithe Council of He's Sentence a- 
gainſt Athanaſius. Now if Conſt antius 


had thought that he could have depoſed 


a "Athanaſins by: his Imperial Authority, 
he never would have ele the Ca. 


* tholick Biſhops to do it. 
Anſw. 1. If this prove any thing, it 


proves rather that the Council of Thre, - 
than that the Emperor could not depoſe 


2 Biſhop: For it was not he but that 


n Council, which had depoſed Athanaſius. 

Anſw. 4. If Conſtantias bbimſeſt had paſ- 
ſed a Sentence of Depoſition againſt 4tha- 
naſius, and had required the Biſhops to 


confirm it; this would not neceſſarily 
have been an Acknowledgment, that his 
Sentence: was invalid without their Con- 
firmation; any more than that the Coun- 


cil of Hye's was, or than when Kings ſet 
forth Declarations, and give a publick Ac- 
count of their Proceedings, in order to 


have them approved by their People; 
this is à Confeſſion that thoſe Proceedings 
of theirs would have been invalid without 


ſuch Approbation. 


Anſw. 3. It has already deen abſerves, 
that Ge Faris, did not ſo much deſire the 


Weſtern Biſhops to condema Athanaſius as 
his Doctrine, and to embrace Arianiſni. 


And the Reaſon _y he attempted to pro- 


Wer. L R pagate 


—— —4B' . —— 2 2222 AO GET 1 
i , 


ry 1 Jas ses asg, the 
pagate Arianiſm by way-of Synods and Bi. 


ſhops, rather. than by his Imperial Au- 
thority alone, was, as Athanaſins himſelf 


informs us, thut he might penſccute the Or- 


thodox, wit haut oo Scantial 4b being Tue 


4 Perſecutor (g). ; q: 


© > L whos; ſolicited by Con- 
4 204 iy to conform to the Sy nod of Tyre, 
„ and to condemn Atheneſias, anſwers, 
* that the Proceſs in Ecclebaſtical Courts 
* « ought to be managed with great Equi- 
« ty, and therefore deſires his Majeſty 
4 to convene. à Synod :: That then, upon 
« hearing the Evidence on both ſides, if 


it appeared that Athanaſius deſerved a 


8 Cenſure, it ſhould paſs upon him. But 


we can't condemns. a Man without allowing 
him his Defence, and going een the 


* cuſtomary Forms of the Qharch,.. 
Anſw. Liberins's Words are; Athabe- 


fins appear guilty, then Sentence ſhall be pa. 
| ſed againſt him according to the Eccleſiaſtical 


Form. For 'we (Biſhops N eunnot condemn 4 


| Men without trying him. 1G). And if 1 
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berius had added, that neither Comftantias. 


nor any other Civil Governour could juſtly. 


_ condemna Man without trying him, I do 


not ſee, what Advantage our Adverſaries 
one nals ate ee 

IV.“ When Conſtantius commanded 
* Paulinas Biſhop of 'Triers, Eaſebius of 


HVercelles, Lucifer of Sardinia, and Diony- 


e ſias of Milan, to ſign the Sentence of the 


Hod of Tyre 77 Athanaſius, and 
4 


* communicate with the Arians; they an- 


* ſwered, that this was not agreeable to 
the Eccleſiaſtical Canon (i). | 


Anſir. 1. They might mean it was con- 


trary to Scriptare; for ſo that Expreſſion, 


Eccleſiaſtical Canon, then often fignified 


(6). And to communicate with the Arians, 


who were declared Hereticks, was plain- 
ly contrary to Scripture. And theſe: Bi- 
hops chiefly objected againſt condemning 


Athanaſius, becauſe he was abſent and un- 


heard; and they probably thought hat alſo 
contrary to St. Paul's Words, Is it lawful 
for you to ſcourge a Man that is 4 Roman and 
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cd. ( I); ? And tho C ks 
replied, Let my Will be eſteemed Canon: 
yet ſo he might have ſaid upon a ſudden, 


- ſuppoſing them to have meant Scripture. 
Becauſe he was then ſo impious as to call 


himſelf, The Eternal (m), and to ſuffer 0 
| thers to call him ſo (). 

Anſw. 2. Suppoſing Eccleſ aſtical Canon 
to mean here Synoaical Conſtitutions, and 


it is not improbable, but it . Na 
the whole Law of the Church 


nodical- Conflitutions were the Rule of his 
paſt Actions; and therefore to have tried 


him by any other Rule would have been 
moſt unjuſt. And as to communicating 


the Artans, It was to overturn the 


Determination of the Vicene Council con- 
cerning an Article of Faith: A Point in 


which they might think Conſtantius had 


no Authority, tho' they allow'd him the 


Cognizance, of Eccleſiaſtical Offences, _ 
Nr. Collier proceeds: When Conſtan- 


4 jus replied, Let my Will be eſteemed Ca- 
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« non. * abe, therefore obey, or go into Ba- 


« * 


The Biſhops defired him, 


0 Not gd main the Eee: futicat Aut hori- 


4 „, nor drive the Regale too Fa: into. 195 
4 Charch. | 
' Anſw. Their Pefire, or Oe 3 Me] 


Was, Not to corrupt Eccl eff aſtical Things, } 
nor to mingle the Roman Empire with the 


Ordinance of the C harch, nor to introduce the 


Arian Hereſy into the Charch of God (o). 


Now here by Eccleftaſtical Things. is princi- 


pally meant The Faith of the Church, partie 1 


cularly her Faith concerning the Conſub- 
ſtantiality of God the Son For what theſe 
Biſhops do in the former Words call Cor- 
Taping Ecclefaſtical Things, they explain 
in the latter by introducing  Arianiſm: into 
the. Church. And the Belief of Chriſt's 
Conſubſtantiality had been e na, 
required by az Ordinance of the Chure 
at the Council of Nice, as 1 was always 


enjoyned by Scripture. And as the Scrip- 


ture was then called the Eccleftaſt cal Canon, 


which I have juſt obſerved, and the Be 
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cleſiaſtical Word (p) : So the Orthodox Pro- 
feflors were entitled the 1 Men 


. 


q), and the Faith was ſtiled the Eccleſta- 
ical Doctrine (r). So that theſe Fathers 
did undoubtedly intend by theſe Words 
to adviſe Conſtantius, Not to corrupt the 


Faith of the Charch, nor to bring in the 


Force of the Roman Empire in order to 
overturn the Determination of the Nicene 


Council, and introduce Arianiſm. And 


this every one will be ſatisfied of, Who 
conſiders, that Conſtantius required thele 
Biſhops to communicate with the Arians, 
as well as to condemn Athanaſius, and in 
caſe of Refuſal, threatened them with 
Baniſhment; and that this was done at 


Milan juſt after the Catholicks had offer- 


ed in Council to condemn Athanaſias, if 
Conſtantiuss Biſhops would ſign the Ni- 
cene Creed, and thoſe Biſhops had refu- 
ſed it. And conſequently this Advice im- 


plied no more, than that Conſtantius had 


no Authority to perſecute the Church, 


(D) Arhanaſ. Apolog. Vol. 1. p. 740. 


\ \ 


. (7) Alive x94 6 brnnnomanxig g 6 wigtlixe, Oh 6 aurdę 8 


ręlres o,. Gregor. Nyſſen. Orat. 2. contra Eunomium. 
Vol. 2. P. 481. N e N 
(r) O. dm t augprorwy SxmeouvTreg 2 inxaznenxi; dds- 
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Eu fs '« Drſecing. and Falem were 1 Urn 
1 the beginning the principal Witneſſes a- 


9 gainſ Athanaſias, but had rettacted thein 
eſtimony: and when the Record of 


their Retractation was produced at the 
« Synod of Milan by the laſt mentioned 
« Catholick Biſhops, Conſtantius ſtood up, 
“and declared Bae Evidence againſt 
« Athanaſius, Upon which they antwer- 


ed, That he could. not be 5 Witneſs 
T when the Perſon accuſed was abſent; 


% That ſince it was. not 4 Matter of Pro: 


& perty or Civil Juſtice, the Emperor's Teſti> 
mony could not be taken. upon Content 


AY 
Ln) 


& that: fince 4. Biſhop. was to be tried, Con- 
© ſtantius wald be obliged. to wave bis Ins 


_ 


« mary, Forms, and manage en 4 era 
« with the Criminal. 
- Anſm.n. Their Words were; Tor it is 


not 4. A Judgment, that you ; ſhould ex· 
pect to be believed as Emperor. But 4 Bi- 


ſhop is to be judged,. and the Cauſe ought to 


be tried. equally between the Accuſer and 
the e ( / 3 NO to > condemn 5 


COR 


Nan jurors. 247 


perial Character, to ſubmit to the Caſto- 


** 
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Man unheard 
to the Accuſer than to the Accuſed, 25 
contrary to the Rules of the Civil, 

well as of the Eccleſiaſtical Law. Aug 
therefore the Meaning of thoſe Biſhops 
muſt be, either, Ton are not nom in jour 


Civil Courts, where you act arbitrarily, and 
where your Teſtimony is received right or 
wrong, becauſe you are Emperor; or rather, 


Tou are not now trying one of your own Gi- 
vil Officers,” whom you have 4 Right, as 
Emperor, to remove at Pleaſure, heard or 
unheard, with or without Tefttmony : but a 
Biſhop is to be tried, who cannot be de- 
poſed but for ſuch Crimes as deſerve De- 
. poſition: and therefore he cannot juſtly 
be Depoſed without being heard, and 
having the ſame Liberty to defend him: 
ſelf as you to accuſe him. 
Anſw. 2. The Canons of the Church 
had been approved of by Conſtantine, and 


Conſtantias himſelf pretended, tho? very 


falſely, to proceed according to the Ca- 


nons in this very Cauſe of Athanaſſus (t). 


So that when Biſhops in a Synod tried a 
Cauſe According *£ to the Cans they 


* 


„ 


(s ne aof. l. epi * tir A . ẽV 1 e- 
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r ated by Imperial as well as their own. 
Authority, and they tried it according to 
Laws which were not only Eccleſiaſti- 
cal but Imperial too, tho nor purely Im- 
perial, as thoſe were which were ſtrict- 
ly called the Civil Laws. And there- 
fore if, we ſhould ſuppoſe. the Biſhops 
to have meant, that in the Civil Courts a 
Perſon might be condemned unheard up- 
on Conſtantiuss bare Teſtimony, it will. 
. only follow, that they aſſerted ſuch Pro- 
ceedings to be contrary to Cunſtantiuss 
Eccleſiaſtical Laws, and to the Proceed- 
ings in his Eccleſiaſtical Courts, but not 
that they denied him to have any Juriſdi- 
Aion in Eccleſiaſtical Matters. 

VI. Mr. Collier lays the greateſt Streſs 

upon the abovementioned Letter of Ho- 
Aus to Coyſtantias, calling it « very remark- 
able Teſtimony, and of no ſmall Weight. 
Whether it be ſo very ſerviceable to 
his Cauſe, as he repreſents it, 1 come 
now to con ider. 

Mr. Collier thus quotes Hoſias. «TI 
« entreat your Majeſty, that you would 

* forbear your Methods of Violence, 
« and neither write Letters, nor ſend 
your ſecular Judges to take Cognizance 
« of thele Matters. When was ever 
Hany thing of this kind done by your 
0 Brother Emperor Conftans ? When 
| RS = 


* 
* 


, 


250 ATanariSE again the 


« was any Biſhop baniſhed in his Reign? 
4 Or did he ever appear upon the Bench 
« to try Cauſes relating to the Church 


« and Clergy ? Or did any of his Court 


& Officers ever menace People to ſign. a 


« Sentence againſt any Churchman? 
Anſiw. Mr. Collier begins and ends this 

Quotation in the middle of Sentences; 
and both omits and adds in the Body of 
it, and wrong tranſlates one Sentence. So 
I ſhall preſent the Reader with the en- 
tire Paſſage, printing what Mr. Collier 
has omitted in an Italick Character, that 


= 


the Reader may the more eaſily di- 


ſtinguiſn it. 55 
Haſius thus writes (a), How can you 
« bear with Valens and Urſacius, who have 


„ confeſſed under their Hands, that they 
« gare falſe Teſtimony (againſt Athanaſias ) 3 


——ä 
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ee 


* l * 


not being forced to make this Confeſſion, 
* 4s. the; nom pretend, nor awed. to it by 


& Soldiers ; nay, your Brother (Emperor 


4 


„ Conſtans) 4 nat ſo much as know of 
6e it. He did none of thoſe Things which 
are nom done. Bat if they pretend 
* Force, and know it be wicked to uſe Force, 
do not you uſe it neither, do not you 
{© write (Letters), nor ſend Counts: but 
« reſtore thoſe who. are baniſhed, that while 


jou complain of Force, your Biſhops may 
not be guilty of greater Violence. For 


% what of this kind was done by Con- 
« ſtans? What Biſhop was baniſhed by 
« him? When did he interpoſe in an 
« Eccleſiaſtical Judgment? What Court 


40 Officer of his compell'd People to 170 


« a Sentence againſt any Man, that 


lens ſbould alledge theſe Things? 
Here it is obſervable, 1. That Hoſias 
does not fay, as Mr. Collier miſrepreſents 


him, That Conſtans never appeared 
* upon the Bench to try Cauſes rela- 
„ting to the Church:“ which Words 
might imply, that he had not appear- 


ed upon any, not even upon the Civil 
Bench, to try ſuch Cauſes. But Hoſias 
only ſays, © That Conſtans never inter- 


« poſed in an Eccleſiaſtical Judgment, i. e. 


he never appeared upon the Eccleſiaſtical 


Bench to try Cauſes relating to the Church, 
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ho never TY ina SynodicalT rial ſuch 


as was that of Athawaſiar, wherein Valens 


and. Vrſacius had given falſe Teſtimony. 
2. Suppoſing Hoſſus to have meant, 


that Conſtans never tried Eccleſi aftica] 


Cuauſes, not even in his Civ# Courts; 
this will be of no Weight againſt us, 


becauſe he brings it as an Argument, not 
that Cinſtans ought not to have interpo- 
fed at al, but that in Fact be aid not in. 


terpoſe with Force. 


The fhort of the Matter is this. Conſtan- 
tias pretended to proſecute Athanaſius ac- 
cording to Canons, and ina Synodical Way, 
bur in Reality he would not leave the 


| Biſhops to be determined by Teſtimonies 


and Arguments, and the Juſtice of the 


Cauſe: but interpoſed to byaſs them a- 


gael Athanaſias and the Nicene Faith; 
riting Letters to them himſelf, full of 


Threats and Promiſes ;- ſending his Court 


Officers to bribe and. menace them ; 
cauling the Synod of Milan to be 


removed from the Church to his Pa- 
Jace, that he might awe the Biſhops | 


with his Guards; appearing in the Sy- 
nod himſelf. not to ſee Juſtice done, but 


to terrify the Biſhops with his Preſence ; | 
offering himſelf to be a Witneſs, in 
hopes they would not dare to reject his 


T eſtimony; ; ann them in Perſon, 
| | and 


ſwers, firſt, that ſince he 


v 


juſt Sentence. Tho? he practiſed all theſe 


or whichcomes all to one, his Adherents; 
accuſed his Brother Canſt ans of uſing Force 


to wake Falent and Vrſacius retract their 
Teſtimony. To which Hou here an- 


* 


in others, he ought. not to uſe. it him- 


elk, Nez, chat eee, did nor 1rd 


uſe Force, not having ſo much as known 
of that particular Matter, nor indeed hav- 


ing ever interpoſed in any Eccleſiaſtical 


Judgment. Now Conftans's having never 
interpoſed in am Eccleſiaſtical Judgment, 


was a Demonſtration, that he had not in- 


terpoſed partially. and with Force, which 


was all that Haſius wanted to prove. But 
this does not at all ſhew, that Conſtaus 


might not, if he had pleaſed, have 
interpoſed - as an Impartial Judge: any 
more than Hoſias's Obſervation, that Con. 


ſtans baniſhed no Biſhops, and con- 
ſequently did not like Conſtantius ba- 


niſh Biſhops uxjaſth, proves that Can- 


ftans had not a Right to baniſh Biſhops 


« 


for juſt Cauſes. _ __ nt We ge 
Mr. Collier thus proceeds with Hoſias's 


Letter, Don't interpoſe in Eccleſia- 
« ſtical Affairs, nor lay your Commands 
5 : (t axe 
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and when all would not do, Bagiſhing - 
thoſe who would not concur to paſs an un- 


lamed Force 


as A 
"a 4 
4 tb. - 
| [A 
WE 
14 
1 
IN 
II 
£ : 
UB: 
23 * 

* 

i Rt 
\ W520 

* 34 

1 * 

N 
" A 
5 "uy 
if 11 
5 111 
Wd 
1 
| 

= 13 

You! 12 

"4 

5 14 

1 . 

U : 

Bt 

1 

# - 

"ms 
1 
BY 
-&S C 

: 
% 1 
1 
1 

1 
BE 

1 

* 

4 
1. 

. 
Rm 
4399: 

8% 

BY 

. 

1 

va. ' 

, $14 

- BY: 

1 
1 
= 
"A N 

1 

{vt 

1 * 

* * 
| 

: 

C E 

0 

+ Fa 

'T : 

* + 

- = WH 

af 

+ 34} 

© #4: 

1 

1 

1 

+ 11. 

F 1 

Hi 

1 

1 

1 

* 

c 1 

if 

WE | 

To | 

© it; 

1 

* 

it; 

3 

MH 

1 

wal 

- T3237 
+ Fx 
* fa 

N 

4 

5 4 

BET | 

1 

3 

5 

* 46 - 

4g : 

1 

3 

8 
{i n: 
'J 
4 
ty 
3 
vo 

2 * 

* 
£ 
1 
FS: 
Eb 
1 
1 
1 
4 
: * 
8 
7 | 
7 
. 
12 
4 
* tal 
13 
2 7 
33 
1 1 
9 
* 
1 
11 
* 
. 
12 
Ny 
. * 
4% 
" -— 4.1 
1 
o ! 


—— 


— 54 - ” — 
— prot o — 
5 = N 2 
— A Mr — G4 ke = N - 


ce — 2 


a = — —— 
— err : 
— 2 2 4 — — IS _ — 2 = A r - — ba —— * 3 2 I — 7 _— Vw 7 I ER ES 2 
— ; „ EET ooo n 2 —— r ele en AC ILTEEREST EG Bs — : — — — . IN nee rr en - | 
ES OS ͤ r 332 Ce a — — — . — (— . IZED — : 2 Ks . 
Bas 3 1 — 8 9 "I. Y n - x 7 4 : * As 4 F x 3 . — PTL I l ; 2 2 .. ͤ K Cry Bo -doe A . — 22 — — 4 8 a 
„ © a» % o * 1 ves Fn o * 2 * wn " * 1 3 2 2. A A * „ ˙ ⁰ ! 22 2:5 . — ee. Lt —— —.— I en EINE IN 8— - Y L — > 8 : 22 EE LENO * 
e by — what Wc EE A re „ £AE EFFCCCCCCCCCCCCTCC er WH Po 8 4 Ia uit ye, 4 = . * 5 Ro - — 8 2 5 joe . ——_—— : —_— — — = ee 
— 3 A; —— — l ak — 3 1 $i r 2 "IG. it 8 1 6" 8 8 * 3 — — el r K N . K 2 3 a ; . 


* 8 — 
uk. ++ 26 8 [= EN 


— 


254 A TRRAT ISE againſt the 


4 


4 upon us in Things of this kind, but 
© rather learn from us, how theſe Things 
* are to be 3 God has 5750 
ed you with the Government of the 


«: Empire, and us Biſhops with that of 


the Church. If any Perſon ſhould ſeize 
% -your Adminiſtration, or ſurprize your 
0 Prerogative, he would be guilty of 
breaking the Divine Ordinance; ſo be 
6 pleaſed to conſider, the Biſhops have 
© their proper Juriſdiction; have a care 


therefore, your drawing the Buſineſs 


to four own Cognizance, which be- 
« Jongs/ to Eccleſiaſticks, does not make 
« you. deeply anſwerable. Tis writ- 
ten, Render unto Cæſar the Things which 
© aro Cæſar's. and unto God the Things 
« whith-areGod's, As Civil Government 
is no Part of our Claim, ſo neither 
„does burning Incenſe belong to your 
n ol a 295 
 Hnjw. Hoſiuss Words are (); © Do 
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«not interpoſe in Eccleſiaſtical Things, 
* nor command us concerning them, but 
4 rather learn them of us. God has put 
« the Empire into your Hands, and has 
© entruſted us with the Things of the 
“Church. And as he who ſhould ſur- 
« prize and ſeize your Government, 
« would | contradidt the Ordinance of 
“ God: So do you be afraid, leſt by 
4% drawing to your ſelf the Things of 
e the Church, you become guilty of a 
„ great Crime. It is written, Render 
« to Cæſar the Things which are Cæ ſar's, 
„und unto God the Things which are God's. 
It is therefore neither lawful for us to 
„command upon Earth, nor have you, 
O Emperor, Authority to bars Incenſe. 
So that Hoſius does not here ſay, that 
Conſtantius had, no Power to judge and 
puniſh the Clergy for Misbehaviours in 
their Office, nor that Biſhops alone had 
ſuch Power: tho that is what this Pal. 
ſage is brought to prove. Nay, Hoſius 
does not ſo much as mention the Fur#/- 
diction or Government of Biſhops, or their 
Cogui xance or Management of Judicial 
Cauſes. Thoſe Words indeed are to be 
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found in Mr. Collier's Tranſlation, but 


not in the Original. Laſtly, Hoſius does 
not ſay one Word, but what he might 
and probably would have ſaid in this 

1 Es | | : Caſe, 


jous Advocate for the ſupreme Juriſdi- 
Aion. of the Prince in Eccleſiaſtical Mat- 
But Hoſtas ſays, Do not inter poſe in Ec- 
cleſſaſtical Things, nor command us concern» 
ing. them, but rather: learn them of un. 


Whether the Prince has Power to 


determine Articles of Faith? is a Que- 
ſtion ſoreign to my preſent Subject. This 
is a Power Which Conſtantius exerciſed, 


and Hoſius here ſeems to ſay he had no 


Right to it. Conſt antius wrote ſeveral 
Letters to Hyoſius to condemn Athanæ- 
fis, and communicate with the Arians. 
Now, as I have already obſerved, by 
commanding, the Biſhops to condemn 


Athanaſius, he commanded them in ef- 


fect to condemn. the Ncene Creed, and 


4 


embrace Arianiſm. And therefore Ho- 


fas anſwers him, that he had formerly 


been a Confeſſor for the Faith, and that he 


was now ready to ſuffer any thing rather 
than ſhed innocent Blood, aud betray the 


5 Trath, He advifes him not to be of 4- 
rius's Sentiments, and proves, as I before 


Thewed, (&), that Arhaneſius was profe- 
mote. the Arian Hereſy. 5 H i 
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cuted not for his own ſake,” but to pro- 


EDT 
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"© BEE hed e Lemay e Wia. 
_ cipal Regard to the Queſtion of Faith: 


and in the Paſſage before us, by - Eccle- 


Z - 


ſiaſtical 9 5 be meant undoubtedly, 
as I haye o 


* 


. 


at Milan did, The : Dactrines or Faith of 


the Church. And he adviſed the Emperor 


not 10 interpaſe in ſuch Things, nor to com- 
mand Biſhops what Articles of Faith they 
| ſhould receive, bat rather to learn Mat- 


ters of Faith from” them. So St. Ambroſe 
(z) thought it abſurd for the Emperor 


to judge between Biſhops in Controver- 


ſies of Faith: becauſe that was in ef- 
fect for a Layman to teach Biſhops, in- 


ſtead of being taught by them. 
But if, according to Mr. Collier's Sup- 


poſition, Hoſius had here by. Eccleſiaſtical 
Things underſtood Judicial Mo 

had believed, that the Emperor had no 
Eccleſiaſtical Juriſdiction: It would have 


atters, and 


been as ridiculous in him to have adviſed 
the Emperor 70 learn from Biſhops how thoſe 
Things were to be managed, which he never 
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0 Lis. 5. 7. 32. Quando audiſti elementiſſime 
Imperator, in cauſa Fidei Laicos de Epiſcopo judicaſſe? 
i docendus eſt Epiſcopus a Laico, quid ſeque- 
tur? Laicus ergo diſputet, & Epiſcopus audiat, Epiſco- 
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2358 ATxEATISE againſt the | 
would have had any Right to manage): 


as it would be in à Civil Judge to order 


the Common 1 to learn from him, 
how to try Civil Cauſes. And if he had 
deſigned to aſſert that Biſhops alone can 
take Cognizance of Eccleſiaſtical Offen- 
ces, after he had faid, That God had en- 
truſted Conſtantius with the Empire, he 
would in all Probability have added, (as 
Mr. Collier has done for him,) that Biſpops 
alſo have their proper Jariſdittion and Go- 
 wernment. And when on the one hand 

be denied that Biſhops had Authority 
to command upon Earth, he would on 


the other Hand have denied that Kings 


have Authority to command or judge 
in the Church. Inſtead whereof he ſays, 
wor have you Authority, O Emperor, to burn 


Incenſe, alludiog to King Dæziah, who 


took upon him to burn Incenſe to God, 
which was a ſacred Miniſtration, a 
propriated to the Aaronical Prieſts (3 
And therefore this ſhews, that in the 
Jud 2 of Hoſius, Conſtantius had no 
Right to perform ſacred Miniſtrations, 
but not, that he had no Right to judge 
Eccleſiaſtical Perſons for Misbehaviours in 
their Office. 5 . 


la) 2 Chron. xxvi. 18. 


1 


D 
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On the contrary, this Compariſon of 
Interpofing in Eccleſiaſtical Things to burning 
Lzcenſe confirms, that by interpoſing in 
Eccleſiaſtical Things is not meant, The 


| Fadging Eccleſiaſtical Perſons for Misbeha- 
 iours in their Office, becauſe that is not a 


ſacred Miniſtration ; but rather, The Au- 
thoritative Teaching and Preaching Do- 


Fri of Faith, which Conſtantius in Ef- 


fect did by determining Articles of Faith, 
and wich is a ſacred Miniſtration under 
the Goſpel, as burning Incenſe was under 
the Law. | Me ee be 

A VIIth Teſtimony brought by Mer. 
Collier, is that of Athanaſius. But before 
I proceed to it I ſhall obſerve, that Come 
ſtantius was a known Heretick and Perſe. 
cutor, and thereby had renounced Eccle- 
ſiaſtical Juriſdiction. The Cauſe of 4- 
thanafias was of a mixed Nature, and 


of 


Was A ws a Cauſe of Faith, and 


Conſtantius proſecuted it with the 


the greateſt Malice, and in a moſt ar- 


bitrary manner. And therefore it would 
have been no Wonder, if Athanafias 
ſhould have, in his Invectives againſt 
Conſt antius, aggravated Matters a little 
too much; or at leaſt ſhould have ſome- 
times expreſſed himſelf in too general 
Terms, and ſhould have in appearance 
cenſured Conſtantius = interpoſing at all 
2 in 
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260 ATR RAT ISE againſt the 


in his Cauſe, while he intended only to 


condemn him for imerpofing partially ; or 
ſbould have ſeemed ro deny, that any 


Prince had Eccleſiaſtical JuriſdiQion,when | 


he meant. only to deny, that Heretical 
Perſecuting Princes had ſuch Power; or in 


aſſerting the Unlawfulneſs of Conſtantiuss 


judging his particular Cauſe, becauſe to 
determine that, was in effect to deter- 


mine an Article of Faith, ſhould have 


been thought to have aſſerted the Un- 
law fulneſs of a Prince's concerning him- 
Telf in any Eccleſiaſtical Cauſe, 


For theſe Reaſons one might juſtly 


expect that Athanaſius ſhould ſometimes 
ſeem to oppoſe us: But when we conſi- 
der the Paſſages which Mr. Collier has 
produced out of him, we ſhall find, that 

he does not really ; and that he hardly 


lays any thing but what we of the Church 


of England would be apt to ſay ofa King 


of Great-Britain, tho we own his Supre- 


macy, if he ſhould practice ſuch Methods 


to introduce Popery, as Conſtantius did 
to propagate Arianiſm. And I am per- 
ſuaded many like Things were ſaid of 


the late King James. 


Mr. Collier thus tranſlates the firſt Paſ. 


ſage which he produces. In what has 
„this Prince come ſhort of Antichriſt? 
« or which way can Antichriſt go rr 

F | ther 
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« ther at his appearing? Will he not 1. 
| & find Precedents from this Court 10 Wh. 
plain his Way and carry on his Impo- i WF 
ſture? For this Prince invades the Right 8 11 
Hof the Conſiſtory, makes his Palace che I is 
© Court for Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes, and is | | 
* both Proſecutor and Judge himſelf. Aud | 
« when he finds the Indictment flag, and 8 
« the Evidence at a ſtand, his Majeſty 
* ſets forth the Charge and turns Ma. 
“ nager. And thus thoſe who are un- | | 
juſtly delated, are overborn by Force. =! | 
From theſe Words, I ſuppoſe, Mr. | 78 
Collier deſign d the following Objections 1 
ſhould be made. „„ | 
Ohj. 1, Athanaſius here blames Conſtan- —_ 
tins tor invading the Right of the Con ſiſtory, ä 
and making his Palace the Court for Ec- 
clefiaſtical Cauſes, 
Anſw. Athanaſius does not mention the Lf 
Kight of the Confiſtory ; but his Words (6) i 
are only; Conſtantias again araws Cauſes = 
to be tried at home in his Palace inſtead of f 
the Church. And the occaſion of them in 
was this. Conſtantius removed the Synod = 
of Milan from the Charch (where Synods 
Where ae held), to his Palace, that 
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he might awe them the better (e). And 


there, when the Proſecutors and Witneſ- 


ſes againſt Athanaſſus were confuted and 
at a ſtand, he deſired the Synod to be- 
lieve them upon his Account (d), and 


offered himſelf to be an Evidence againſt 
Athanaſius of what he did not know, be- 


cauſe it was done in his Abſence (e). 


Now becauſe Athanaſius condemned 


Conſtantius for removing the Synod from 


the Church to his Palace in order to terri- 


y them to vote unjuſtly, we cannot con- 
clude, that he would have cenſured him 


for cauſing a Synod to be held in his Pa. 


lace, if he had had no unfair Deſign in 
it ; any more than that becauſe he here 


blames Conſtantius for offering to be a 


falſe Witneſs, it follows, that he thought 
it unlawful for a Prince to be a true and 


impartial Witneſs in an Eccleſiaſtical Cauſe. 


n 


(c) Hiſtoric. Collections, p. 99. When Conſtantius 
found, that he was not able to carry it, the Weſtern 
Biſhops running as one Man againſt it, he removed the 
ee into his Palace, reſolving to carry it by his own 
Authority and Power, Confer. Hilarium 42 Conſtan- 
tium. f. 82. & Sulp. Sever. Sac. Hiſt. L. 2. c. 54 


(4) Em Kenserriog* dye xgrriryogg; ei ut vd Aferacns* 


& i mtu of; id Ahe & . Apud Athanal, ad 


Solit. p. 86]. | | 
(e) The Biſhops anſwer Conſtantius, mig. 5 W Ve 
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Ia Cauſe were trying in Weſtminſter. 
Hall, and in the middle of it a King of 
Great Britain ſhould procure the Court to 
be adjourned to his Palace, with a mani- 
feſt Deſign to influence the Judges: a 
Man might aſſert the Unlawfulneſs of 
ſuch a Leer without queſtioning 
the King's Juriſdiction in ſuch Cauſes, 
Even the famous Council of Mice, at 
which Athanaſius himſelf was preſent, 


fate in Conflantine's Palace there, as we | 


learn from Euſebius (F), Sozomen and 
Theodoret (g). And Sogomen alſo (5) tells 


us the reaſon of it, Becauſe the Emperor 


rhoaght fit to partake in their Conſult ations. 
4 alefius (2), is very un willing to grant 


this, for fear it ſhould eſſe» the Authorit) 5 
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de Authoritate illius Concilii detraheretur, ſi in Palatio 
Imperatoris illud habitum eſſe crederemus . Cunctis 
accurate perpenſis ita cenſeo: Epiſcopos primum quidem 
in Eccletia conveniſſe, - tandem vero, die ad finien- 
dum negotium conſtituto conveniſſe in Palatium, ut 


coram Imperatore ſententiam dicerent, & contentioni 


finem imponerent. 
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of that Council: But the Evidence is fo 


ſtrong, that, upon conlidering the whole, 


he is forced to pronounce that tho (as he 
thinks) that Council generally met in the 


Church, yet that they aſſembled in the 
Emperor's Palace that Day on which they des 


termined the Aﬀfir and paſſed Sentence. 
6 Obj. 2. Athanaſias condemns Conſtantius | 


for being Judge in Eceli fiaſtical Canſes. . 


Anſw. 1. I am-perſuaded, that (onſtan - 


tius did not in this Matter act formally 


as a Judge, tho' he was ſo in effect, 
Athanaſius tells us, that Conſtantius 


5 the judgment of the Bi- 


c 


it all Conſtantiuss own doing (kt), 
which Athanaſius needed not to have 
as a Judge, SRD ELIE 

And indeed he does not here ſay, as 


Mr. Collier miſrepreſents him, that Con- 


| fantins was Judge in theſe Ecclgſaſtical 
Cauſes; but he only ſays, that Conſtantius 


| governed in theſe Cauſes (!), h e. he in- x 
fluenced the Judges: ſo in another Place 
) he calls him he Governour of the 


—ů —— 


(k) Epiſt. ad Solit, p. 844, 845. & alibi. 
V Tire, , (F xpiora) wore; thelpyy. Ibid. p, 861. 
e. P. $62. Ra f m ey donenper 


Heretica 


ops to avoid being reputed a Per- 
ſecutor; but proves at large, that 


proved, if Conſtantius had openly. ated 
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Heretical: Biſhops. And we know how he 
governed in theſe'Cauſes, vi. that he awd 
the Biſhops by his Commands, and by 
his Imperial Force to paſs what Sentence 
he pleaſed. And if one of our Kings ſhould 
practice ſuch Methods to byaſs our Con- 
vocations to decree Hereſy, Thoſe very 
Men, who are moſt zealous for the Supre- 
macy, would no doubt as ſeverely cen- 
ure ſuch Proceedings as Athanafias did 
thoſe of Copſteatiory tf | 115 2995 260% 
Anſw. 2. Suppoſing Athanaſius to have 
cenſured Conſtantius for Fadging in his 
Cauſe, I anſwer; He denies Conſtantius 
to be a Chriſtian (n), and he might think 
it lawful for a Chriſtian Prince to try 
Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes, tho? he did not al- 
low a Perſecutor of Chriſtians to have 
Anſw, 3. Perhaps he condemns Con- 
ſtantias, not for judging in an Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Cauſe, but for acting as a Judge in a 
Synod. So if ſome Great Lord of Par- 
liament ſhould thruſt himſelf in amon 
the Judges in one of the Courts of We/r- 
minſter- Hall, and act himſelf as a judge; 
a Man might well cenſure ſuch Procceed- 


) Tis rm ; vive wy 72. D yen — 
zem i Ibig. p. 860. Confer. 86. 
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ings of ſuch a Lord, without deny ing his 
Right to act as a Judge in the ſame Cauſe, 
when it ſhould be tryed by the Houſe of 
le certainly condemns Conſtantias for 
being ſo a Jaadge, as to be at the fame 
time a Proſecutor and Witneſs, i.e. for 
being «»juſt and partial. But it does not 
from thence follow, that he would have 
found any fault with him, if he had 
acted the Part of an «pright Judge. The 
Proteſtants who call the Pope Antichriſt 
for abuſing his Spiritual Power, do not 
thereby deſign to deny, that the Biſhop 
of Rome, as ſuch, has any Eccleſiaſtical 
Juriſdiction: And thoſe who blame the 
arbitrary Proceedings of a Tyrant, are 
not underſtood thereby to diſown the 
Authority of ſuch Princes who act jaſth, 
and for the good of their Count. 
905j. 3. Conſtantiuss trying Eecſeſiaſtical 
Cauſes, and that in his own Palace, ad- 
miniſtered Precedents for Antichriſt to plain 
his Way, and to carry on his Impoſture. 
Anſw. Athanafias's Words are, that Con- 
ſtantius prepared and made the Way eafy 


for Antichriſt to carry on Deceit (o). Now HER 
5 „„ „ 10 
lo] Neg encrO- Saber * 081056 - at; daun, dur Se 
Sed d, meg ers mv dad; Ibid, p. 86. 88 


if 
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if we ſhould ſuppoſe Conſtantius to have 


had no Authority in Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes; 

it will ſtill be difficult for our Adverſaries 
to aſſigu a Reaſon, why his interpoſing in 
ſuch Cauſes, if he had done it, as his Pa- 
ther Conſtantine did, with a Deſign to 
ſee Juſtice done, ſhould particularly pre- 
pare the Way for Aotichrilt. 


_— 


But Conſtantius did, in Athanaſſus's 0- 
pinion, prepare the Way for Antichriſt, be- 


cauſe he interpoſed ſo as he did, viz. be- 
cauſe he endeavoured propagate Arianiſm, 
and becauſe he endeavoured to propagate 


it, not like the Heathens, by an open 
and avowed Perſecution, bat by corrupt · 


1 Athanafius would have un- 


doubtedly thought the ſame of Conſtantius, 
tho he had been confeſſedly veſted with 


Juriſdiction in Eccleſiaſtical, Matters. 
1 According ro Athanaftas, Conſt antins 


(D. For Antichriſt was to deceive the 
World with a falſe Religion. To propagate 


Arianiſm was to deceive the World-to his 
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ere the Way for Antichriſt, becaule 
e endeavoured to propagate Arianiſm, 
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Hand with the ſame falſe Religion (5); or 


at leaſt one near akin. Since as Antichriſt 


ſhould ſpeak Words againſt the moſt High (r). 


So the Arian Hereſy taught Men to deny 
' Chriſt's Divinity, and not only to ſpeak 


but to #hink againſt God the Son (). And 
ſuppoſing Antichriſtianiſm to be a diffe- 


rent Falſhood from Arianiſm; yet when 
Men have embraced one Falſhood, they 


are the more ready to ſwallow an- 


| other (). ö 


Atbanafius alſo thought, that Conſtan- 


. Fius particularly prepared the Way for 
Antichriſt by the Methods he made uſe of 
to propagate Arianiſm. Athanafius often 
complains, that the Church then ſuffered 
a new Perſecution, and a worſe than ever 
before. Before the Heathens perſecuted 
them, and that openly and avowedly. 
Now they were perſecuted by Conftan- 
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tins, a pretended Chriſtian (u); and tho? 


under this Perſecution ſeveral were killed, 
and more baniſhed, and the ſame Force 
was uſed as under Heathen Perſecutions: 


yet Conſtantias craftily diſowned his being 


a, Perſecutor, which is undoubtedly the 
Reaſon that Athanaſias often and labori- 


ouſy proves, that the Church was really 


in a State of Perſecution, and that Con- 
ſtantius did practice Violence (w). 


Ihe Heathens did not concern them- 
ſelves any otherwiſe with Chriſtians, than 


to endeavour to root out Chriſtianity di- 


rectly, and by main Force. Conſtant ius 
interpoſed in all the Affairs of Chriſtians, 


and carried on his Deſigns againſt their 
Religion, under a ſhew of obſerving Ec- 


cleſiaſtical Canons (x). He cauſed the 


true Religion to be condemned, and his 
falſe one recommended, not by a Civil 
Senate, but by Biſhops and Synods. He 
cauſed Synods to try and depoſe Ortho- 


dox Biſhops O0), and to conſtitute He- 


— 


2 
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this Synod of Milan, whereo 
Was ſpeaking in the Paſſage before us, to 


TxzaTISE again the 
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tetical ones in their room (Z). Sometimes 


indeed he procured — Arian Biſhops to 

s folemn Manner: 
But ftill he did his Work by Biſhops, de- 
ſigning thereby, that the People ſhould 


believe all Things to go on in the old 


Courſe:Tho? he really did every thing him. 
felf (a), compelling Synods, SEAN 
Athanaſius 


determine as he thought fit (5), and by 
Force putting out 450 in what new Bi. 
ſhops he pleaſed (c). And in this reſpect 
particularly Conſtantiuss Perſecution was 


li mt. ta. 1 * n * — —_— 


— 2 


(z) So Gregory was made Biſhop of Alexandria by 


the Synod of Antioch, Sozom. L. 3. c. 5. Socr. L. 2. 


> 


by. a Synod which Conſtantius aſſembled. Socrat. L. 
n LJ. Ca 3 
(a) Ngy@arciderry ; xgtor $moxemur:s get IN ars ws 
n eur) box. Athanaſ. ad Solit. p. 845 

(% Athanaſius ſays, that when Julius Biſhop of 


e. 10. Euſebius of Nicomedia Biſhop of Conſtantinople, 


' Rome inſiſted that Athanaſius's Cauſe ſhould be tried 


by an impartial Synod, o. M Evoiior, ws poorey dx - 
mw dννοννννν,ν, r Force xęlem, 1 rien 8 {- 
50), & gegn ta at F bvgar, os R νν,)] , ml 
n ovredy MAC, c Thr N de ww F i mond 
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rana . r. A. Ad Solit. p. 816. Ibid. p. 833. Libe- 
rius being deſired to confirm the Condemnation of A- 


: thanafius, ſays, Teide oel®- wary S ann, ob 


v,. Confer. p. 810, 845. 
le) Vid. Ibid. p. B r, 860 


ſeverer 


ſeverer than any former. For when Hea- 
thens had put a Chriſtian Biſhop to Death, 
they did not give his Church co the Hea- 
thens, rior thruſt a new Biſhop into his 


See to ſeduce the People, and carry on 


the Intereſts of Idolatry under the Cloak 
of a Biſhop (d). Te: w 
Now Athanaſius thought, that (onſt an- 
tius prepared the Way for Antichriſt by 
theſe new Methods: boch becauſe there- 
by he ſucceſsfully propagated Arianiſm, 

the ſame Nature with Antichriſtianiſm: 


and becauſe he ſhew'd Antichriſt how 


to oppoſe Chriſtianity in a more ſubtil 
and effectual manner than Heathens had 
done, So. that Athanaffus does not ſay 


tichriſt, by acting as a Civil Judge in Ec» 


cleſiaſtical Cauſes, but by corrupting Ec- 
clefiaſtical Judges themſelves. 3 


The ſecond Paſſage produced by Mr. 
Collier out of Athanaſſus, is as follows (e). 
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27% ATREATTSsE againft the 


0 Conſtantias ordered, that the ERνVů- p 
nl — ſhould be given 0 10 13 
„ Arians, and gave them leave to ma- 
« nage at Diſcretion. Theſe Proceedings, 
„ ſaith he, are frightful Exceſſes, and live- 
“ ly Repreſentations of Antichriſt, For 
Who can ſee the Emperor leading the 
+ © pretended Biſhops, and preſiding in Ec- 
 - « clefiaftical Judgments (7), without 
1 « ſaying, the Abomination of Deſolation 
% ſpoken of by Daniel the Prophet has re- 
« ceived its Accompliſhment ? For fince 
& this Prince, who wears the CharaQtet 
of a Chriſtian, preſſes into the Holy 
« Place, and ftanding there, haraſſes the 
„ Churches, overbears the Canons, and 
“% makes them give way to his Secular 
& Authority: Since Things are thus ma- 
« naged, who can ſay that Chriſtians en- 
joy any Peace in this Reign? Who can 
« deny, but that they are in a State of 
« Perſecution, and ſuch a Perſecution as 
4 never was heard of, nor it may be ne- 
ver will be, till *tis raiſed by that Son 
« of Perdition. 0 5 
The plain Deſign of this Paſſage is to 
prove, what Conſtantius was unwilling to 


8 . a 


77 ) nes, 7 CA 21e which Mr. 
Collier renders, Prefiding upon the BEcclefeaſtical Bench. 
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Perſecution, . 
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"us 


would have us from hence dra y the fol- 


lowing Objections. ) 3 % iii 1 


ij. 1. Athanaſias denied that the Em- 


peror could exerciſe any Juriſdition in Ee- 


 cleliaſtical Matters, . becaule he compares 
 Conſtantingto Antichriſt, for leading the Bi 


I ops, and pr 27 e ag in Eccliſ «ſt ; cal Jadg ments. 
_ Aaſw. He compares him to Antichriſt, 


4 


becauſe he who on wore the Character of 


« Chriſtian (2), and was really none (, 


interpoſed 95 Eccleſiaſtical Matters, in 


order to haraſt the Churches, not to benefit 


chem; becauſe he afted not agreeably, 
A y. to the Canons; hecauſe he 
il 


arbitarily id or governed his Biſbops, and 


made up his Sy nods of, not true Biſhops, 


but. prefended ones, and ſuch who were 


- # ; 


only. caled To, as Athanaſius in other Places 
Q) expreſſes himſelf i cbe Aria Biſhops, 


x N q 4 4 


But it by no means from hence follows, 
; that Athanaſius would. have ſaid the ſame 


f a Chriſtian Prince, who had exerciſed 
411 . $ EH...» ALE, Ts : ; 
uriſdiction in Eccleſiaſtical Matters over 
Catholick Biſhops for the Good of the 


Church, and agreeably to the Canons; 
any more than that becauſe he here com- 
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pares Conſtantius to Antichriſt for entrin 


into and ſtanding iu Holy Places (4. e. Synods 
and Churches), -he would have thought 


it Antichriſtian i in a Catholick Prince to 


enter into ſuch holy Places ; which we 
' know Conſtantine and other Lay-Chriſtians 
might do, and aQtuall y did, notonly with- 


out Cenſure, but wit Approbation. 


2. Athanaſius compares Conſtantius 


to Antichriſt for overbearing the Canons, 

3 making them give wa) to his . Au- 
ority. 

| 406. Suppoſing Mr. Colter to give a 

true account of this Matter; I anſwer, 

that Athenfras might juſtly cenfure Con- 

 ſtantias for breaking the Canons, becauſe 


he pretended to obſerve them. But A4tha- 


maſſus does not here make any oppoſition 
between Secalar and Eccleſiaſtical Authori- 


ty. His Words are not, as Mr. Collier 


renders rn gt that W e a_ 


not to the . rhe Roatun Empire,. ut 
to his own Arbitrary Will. 
And indeed fince both Conſtantine and 


Conſtantius had approved of the Conſtitu- 


tion of the Church, the Canons were not 
_ contrary to, but a part of the Imperial 


Laws. And I would gladly know, in in 


. Te wo reęreis gnN . Ibid. p. 76 


what 


WW bd 5 = 


Anſw. How 


what Code our Adverſaries find any Law 
that the Emperor might favour Heretical 
Biſhops, might byaſs and corrupt Courts 


of Juſtice, might condemn Perſons un- 


heard, and give Evidence of what they 


did not know. For theſe are the Practices 


which Athanaſius eenſures. 
But perhaps they will urge, that the 
Emperor's Will Was the Civil Law, ac- 
cording to the Rule; Quicquid Princi- 
placuit, Le is Vigorem habeat, _ Y 
. ſoever the Rom 

Emperors might be, they had no right to 
be arbitrary, nor Authority to act con- 
trary to Equity, to make unjuſt ne- 
Laws, or to try any Man for his paſt Acti- 


ons, byLaws made ex poſt facto. And there- 


fore Cunſtantius followed no ſecular Law, 


but his own arbitrary Will, when he per- 
ſecuted an innocent Man for his Ortho- 


doxy, and would have him condemned 


_ unheard; And pretended to proceed ac- 
| cording to Canons, but broke them all, 
and to leave Matters of Faith to be de- 
termined by Synods, but would force the 


Synods to determine which way he plea- 
ſed : All which are Things which the 
moſt abſolute Prince has not Authority to 
do; and therefore the Hiſtorical Col- 


lector (/) truly ſays, that Conſtantius re- 


() In the Contents of his 34 Chap. Seck. 1 15 
VV moved 


another 'Paſſage out” of Athanaſius * 
„When was it heard Fot ec 1 
« ning of the World that the Church's | 


«THE. Emperor, or when Wa 
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Decrees of Synods. 
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moved Athanaſius and, ſpree other. 725 
contrary. to the La 0 Wale ,4 jd 
the Church. | 


cans; 
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"The Hiftorical Toned (6) produ m 


« Sentence received its Avtbority from 
the Em- 


„ peror's Verdict received fc 
There have been many Synods before 


e this, and many Church een But 
the Fathers never endeavouted to engage 

<« the Prince in them, nor hath the Prince 
himſelf been curious concerningthem. 


Anſm. The Occaſion of theſe Words was 
this. Conſtantius pretended, that he was hot 
a Principal in the Pro cation 4 on 
againſt Athanaſias, but FO een the 

And tHfs he'pretended 
for two Neions One Was to 15 the 
Name of a Perſecutor; as e learn from 


Athanaſius, who having aſſerted in chis 
Paſſage, that H dil oe uſe to call in 
Emperors to join in their 

on (o): „But now we hee a new Sight | 


rpceedings, goes 
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4 aud Invention” . 8 the Ain Hereſy. 


4 For 8 Hereticks and Conſtantius meet 


44050 ether, that he having the Pretence 
ef 0 . uſe his Power againſt 


6 Wem! 15 leaks and perſecute with- 
er Ne bei 0g called a Perſecutor,” Another 


| Reats undoubredly Was, 'becauſe, 2 

4 HET acquaints us in the” Words pre- 
77 % this WT (p), be had 1 
775 iſed in ſeueral 

7 7 40 "Perſon to diſturb Athanaſius, but 


etfers, that he woulll not 


1 E/ 'he ſhoul, continue ee J. in the Po: 7 
8 of his 1705 285 

Now "At anaſis 4s here deſigns to con fute 
hs. Pretencs from this Argument: 


| ge Had not been à Principal, but 


ynods alone had proceeded againſt Atha- 
naſius, why did Conſtantias concern him- 
leſt ſo much: Since Synods have of them- 


ſelves Authority to try ſuch Cauſes, and 
do not want the Emperor s Concurrence | 


or Confirmation of their Proceedings, 


and never uſed to ask or have it. He 


* ſays b as , the J udg- 
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e ment of Biſhops, but does whatſoever 
« he pleaſes. Yet this his Craft may be 
C eafily made appear. For if this be a 
« Trial by Biſhops, what Concern has 


the Emperor with it? But if it be a 


* Perſecution from the Emperor, w 

need is there of theſe nominal Biſhops? 
“% For when was it heard from the Begin- 
© ning of the World, that the Church's 


4 Sentence received its Authority from 


ec the Emperor, c.? . In like manner 


the Synod of Alexandria proves, as I be- 


fore obſerved (7), that the Condemnation 
of Athanafius by the Synod of Tyre, did 
not properly proceed from the Bculeliaſti- 
cal Power; becauſe if it had, what need 


would there have been of a Count and 


Soldiers to awe that Synod ? 
Whatever Judgment then 'or Sentences 


5 of the Church Athanafrus here means, 
it was ſufficient for his Purpoſe to ſhew, 
that ſuch Judgments of the Church were 

valid without the Emperor's Confirmati- 

on. And he had neither Nee to > aſe 0 
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fone; nor does he aſſert, that it was un- 
law ful for Emperors to judge ſuch Cauſes, 
or that og hag ena in ſuch Cauſes Was | 


invalid. 


Indeed it may be o Gel, that Athana- 


fas ſays, When was t Emperor? Verdict 
received for udgment? To which I an- 


: This is only what the Hiſtorical 
Collector makes Athanaſſus ſay. For his 
Words really are; When did the Charch's 


| Fadgment receive Authority from the Em- 


or, or when was ever 25 Judgment 
known (/), This Judgment: 1. e. un- 
doubtedly, rhe Judgment he was ſpeaking 


of, a Judgment by the Emperor and Bi- 


in conjunction. 


t may alſo be objected, that Athanaſus 


— Emperors had not been curious concern- 


ng Eccleſiaſtical Things (3). 


Anſw. 1. This Rxprofiiqn only means, 


that 8 had not concerned themſelves 


And if they had not concerned 


— at all, this would not have pro- 


ved them to bave had no Right to concern 


themſelves, ſince there could not have been 


many me een chere — been buy 
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ety 


one - Chridtas Baweitr SPUR — 
yh his Father Conſtantine. 
en Haſw. 2. If Allanaſias here anly mean 


ſuch Synodical Judgments, as that relating 
to himſelf Was, which was in appearance 


a Condemnation of him, but really and 
principally the Condemnation and Rejecti. 


dn of an Article of Faith: it would not | 


affect our preſent Queſtioůon. 

But if he meant ſuch Synodical Sen. 
tences as did not directly relate to the 
Determination af Articles of Faith: then 


he muſt. have both forgotten his own 


Practice, and :ꝓaſſed a ſevere Cenſure up- 


on it, when he; ſaid, that the Fathers or 


Biſhops newer andert to engage the 
Prince in ſuch Sentences, nor halli the Prince 
bimſalf been curious concerning Eccleſiaſtical 


Matters (4). For he myſt have known, 


that Coſtantiue f concerned himſelf in his 
Cauſe, when the Synod of Tyre had given 

2 Sentence of Depoſition againſt him: 
= that he himſelf appealed from that 
dy nod to Conſtantine; and that Conſtan- 


tine was backward to receive this Ap- 


peal, but was oyercome by his Perſwa- 
ſions. This we learn from A 8 


1 — — 
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o Letter, wherein he thus writes to 
the, Biſhops bi compoſed that Sy nod 
(). „ When I firſt ſaw deer and 
Was told What Injury he had received, 
] did not ſpeak to him. But as he de- 
b ſired to — heard, and I refuſed, and 


„as ready to order them to drive him 


© away, he with more Boldneſs asked 
If has this of me, That I would order 
**, You, to come, that he might bewail 
his Sufferings before you. Which I 


could not but think reaſonable: and 


6 10 I command you all to come with- 
cout Delay and juſtify your Proceedings 
40 9 we me.” And this Account is con- 


firmed by the Synod of : Alexandria, 
Who relate, « that Athanaſias.. delired 


&« Conſtantine. either to hear his Defence 
* himſelf, or to ſummon a lawful Synod 
4 of Biſhops todo it; and that thereupon 


d Conſtantine promiſed to hear the Cauſe. 
60 himſelf:“ 72 as. * have before &) on 


ſerves. 


—— 6 — 8 9 — 
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And upon this Account, 1 preſume, 


Nr. Collier wiſely omitted this Paſſa ge. 


For we cannot well ſuppoſe that 5 


us had forgotten this remarkable Appli- 


cation of his to Conſtantine. And if we 


ſhould ſuppoſe, that Athapafins denied 


ſtantiuß's Right to concern himſelf i in 
is Cauſe, only becauſe his Cauſe was in 
Reality a Cauſe of Faith: then we ſhould 


have the ſame Reaſon to put the ſame In- 


terpretation upon thoſe other Paſſages 
which Mr. Collier has produced. 


It may perhaps be urged, that Conſtan- 
tine concerned himſelf in the very fame 


| Cauſe of Athanaſſus, and conſequently in 


a Cauſe of Faith, when he wrote the a- 
bovementioned Letter. To which I an- 
ſwer, that it was not then ſo notorious, 
that to condemn Athanaſius, was to reject 
the Nicene Creed. If it had, Conſtantine 


would not have obliged Athanaſius, as he 
did, to be tried by the Synod of Tyre. For 


tho? he had — ſome Favour to Arius: 


yet that was rather becauſe he was de. 
ceived by a crafty Confeſſion of Faith, 
which Arius had ſigned, than that he fa- 


mew: 1 e ( 7 


* * 
— — _— . Fm — 
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; « 5 Vid. Epiſt. Athanaſii ad Serapionem, vol. 1. 


5 The 


. 900 ous & ad Solit. p. 844. 
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The Loſt Teſtimony. brought by Mr. 
Collier from Conſtantiuss Reign, is thus 
expreſſed. St. Hilary of Poitiers in his 


«> l to Conſtantius {peaks to the 
c {ame Meaning and Flanges with ** 


e thansfias. 

Aꝛſi. 80 he does. For in that Book 
he clearly proves, that the Church then 
laboured under a moſt ſevere Perſecuti- 


on; and that the Diſpute was about 


Faith rather than D:ſcipline, and that the 


Euſebians proſecuted Athanaſius, not ſo 


much to have him condemned, as that 


with him the Nicene Faith might be 


alſo condemned: Points which are alſo 


fully proved by Athauaſias, as I before 


obſerv 

But perhaps it will be arged, that Hila 
55 in that Adareſs thus petitions Conſt an- 
tius (z). Let your Clemency decree, 
< that all. the Judges every where who 
« are EMT with the ee 


. tee 


»r„̃ſꝗã 


— * n > Saad 


* Providews' & 4 ct tua, ut omnes ſe 


ubique Judices, quibus Provinciarum-Adminiſtrationes 


creditæ ſunt, ad quos ſola cura & ſollicitudo publico- 


\ 


rum negotiorum pertinere debet, à religioſa obſervan- 


tia abſtineant. Neque poſthæc FR atque uſur- 
peut, & putent ſe cauſas eognole ere Clericorum, & in- 
nocentes homines variis afflictationibus, minis, violentia, 
terroribus frangere atque vexare. Hilar. ad Conſtan- 


31. 
tium. 7. 2. 3. 4 * 


*% 
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<4 gf the Provinces, and * hom the 


Care of the Pablick Affairs tr ought 


to belong, fotbear*meddlin ith' Re- 
4. ligion: and that they do +. hence- 
&. t ward prefumie and uſurp and take 
t upon them to try the Cauſes of Clergy- 
«men, and to perſecute innocent Men 


cc with various Afflictions, with, Threat- 


e nings, Violence, Terrers s 

As ſ. If Hilary had been ſpeaking of 
| Ciules of Diſcipline, he might mean, not 
that it was unlawful in it ſelf for Civil 
Judges to try ſuch Cauſes; but that ſuch 
Cauſes ought under that Government tb 


be tried by Biſhops alone; derauſe {ſo the 
Canons directed. which Conſt entiies himſelf 


pretended to obſerve. If ſome Exgliſb Ju- 
ſtices of the Peace ſhould tale upon them 
to try ſuch Cauſes as are only cognizable 
by our Eccleſiaſtical Courts, our Biſho 


might certainly afſert the juriſdiction of 


their own Courts, and petition the King 
to reſtrain ſuch Juſtices, without being 
thought to Queſtion his ſupreme Juriſdi- 
tion in ſuch Cauſes. 

But it is plain that St. Hilary is ſpeak- 
ing againſt Verſecuting the Innocent, and 
againſt judging and trying ſuch Cauſes 
of Clergymen, as related ra Fairh, For 
Hilary gives this Reaſon, why he de- 


lired, that Civil hc might not try 
| th | 
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the Cauſes of Clergymen, 8, ( Becauſe * 


44. r 


"It, Way neither decent nor fawful, that 
« Men thobld he driven, by Violence and 
“ Opprelſion to ſubmit themſelves to 
% ſuch who Were continuall y. ſcattering 
te the corrupt Seeds of falſe Boctrine (a). 
„Now tho” he. thought, that ſecular 
Judges had not Authority to perſecute 
and force Men to turn Hereticks : yet 
he might. think, they had Authority to 
judge and puniſh Clergymen for real 
V isbehaviouts in their Office. And if 
he had 1 where plainly denied, that 
they had ſuch an Authority, I am per- 
ſuaded Mr. Collier would have produced 
dhe Pathge at ſeng tin. 
Having now gone through Mr. Col- 
lier's Teltimonies from the Reigns of 
Conſtantine and Conſtantius, I proceed to 
his latet "Teſtimonies. „ ‚ 
I. The 'firſt of theſe, in Point of Time 
s as follows: © The Weſter Emperor 


* 
1 42 5 8 — vs Fig — 4 7 * N . 1 = 4 1 * 5 ” 
g * * * 1 4 Fe * — * — if 5 * * * 
ad R ps. 4 a 7 * 3 3 


(4) Intelligit fingularis- & admirabilis ſapientia tua. 
non decere, non oportere cogi & compelli invitos & 
repugnantes, ut ſe his ſubjiciant & addicant vi oppreſſi, 
qui non ceſſant adulterinæ doctrinæ corrupta ſemina 
adſpergere. EH infra: Præcipe ut non ſtudium, non 

ratiam, non fayorem locorum rectores graviſſimis 

æreticis præſtent. Et infra: Qui Ariana & peſtifera 
contagione inquinati ſunt, non ceſſant ore impio & 
facrilego animo Evangeliorum ſinceritatem corrum- 
pere, & rectam Apoſtolorum regulam depravare. Ibid. 


R „ Hono- 


Wm ISO At 8 AR” 33 . * 
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& Honorius, in a Letter to his Brothet 
& Arcadias, who reigned in the Eaſt, 
« fays, If any religious Controverſy hap. 
& pen among the Governours of the Church, 


the Matter ought to be tried by the Bi- 


« ſhops. 


d Anſw. There is 'no Neceſſity l ſhoul 4 


take any Notice of this Letter, ſince Mr. 
Collier does not tell us, from whence he 


had it. It is publiſhed among the Epi- 


ſtles of the Popes of Rome, and ſaid to 


be taken from an ancient Manuſcript in 


the Vatican Library (b). I am perſuad- 


ed, that Mr. Collier would not admit a 
Teſtimony upon the ſingle Authority of 


a Vatican Manuſcript, if urged on behalf 


of any other Popiſh Doctrine than the 


Invalidity of Lay-Deprivation:  eſpecial- 
ly ſuch a Teſtimony as this, which car- 
ries its own Confutation with it. 


It is pretended to have been written 


on occafion of St. Chryſoſtom's Depriva- 
tion, but was undoubtedly forged to 


ſupport the Pope's. uſurped Authority. 
For, not to mention many other Argu- 
ments of its being a Forgery, Palladius 
who wrote the Life of St. Chry/oftom, 


and was one of his Adherents, takes no 


— 


2 n 


(b) Vid. Baronium in anno 404. 85. ; 


Notice 


Notice of this Letter, which in all pro- 


bability he would have done, if any ſuch 
Letter had been written. George of Alex- 
andria, who flouriſh'd two hundred Years 
after Chryſoſtom, records four Letters of Ho. 


zorius on this Occaſion (c); Which were 
undoubtedly all that he could collect, 


and more than ſeem to be genuine: 
but he makes no mention of this Epiſtle. 
And Baronius himſelf takes notice, that 
no one has related how Arcadius was 
aetted: with tha Lever, oP TE: 
And what both proves it to be a For- 


gery, and alfo diſcovers one Reaſon 


why it was forged, the Letter-Writer 


tells. Arcadias ( * « that when. bath | 


4 Parties had ſent Legates -. ©. the 
4 Biſhops of Rowe and [taly, and the 
« Matter was expected to be deci- 


« ded by their Authority, he ought 


ra —_ * 8 


n Fa ** > 4 4 _ . k at. 1 8 
; "I 4 * 4+ 


* 


(e) p. 226, 242, 2435 249. Operum Chtyſoſt. To. 8. 
Edit. Savil. | . ; 3 CHER, 
(4) Miſſis ad ſacerdotes urbis æternæ atque Itahz 


utraque ex parte Legatis, expectabatur ex omnium 


Auctoritate ſententia informatura regulam Diſeiplinæ: 


integrum nempe eſſe debuerat, neque quioquam novari, 
dum definitio deliberata procederet: cum interea mirum 
quoddam præcipitium feſtinationis exarſit, ut non ex- 
pectatis literis Sacerdotum qui fuerant mutua partium 


legatione conſulti, non examinatis rebus, in exilium 


rruderentur Antiſtites, animadverſioni prius addicti, quam 
ſcatentiam Judicii ( Judicis Binius) Epiſcopalis experti. 
net 
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otto have baniſhed cheBiſhops withous 
Waiting for the Sentence of the Epiſco- 
4 pal judgment, or as Binius reads it, of the 
„ Epiſcopal Judge, 7. e.;the Pope.” Now W 


tho' Theophilus, the Principal Adverſary 
of St. Chryſoſtom, ſent to acquaint Jane, 
cent then Biſhop of Rowe, that he had 


depoſed John, as it was uſual when any 


Biſbop was degraded, to inform all o- 


ther Churches of it: yet it does not 


in the leaſt appear that he referred this 
Mlatter to the Deciſion of, Innocent at 
the Head of, the Italian Biſhops: but 
on the contrary wrote to him as drily and 


with as little Reſpect as poſſible, For Inno- 
cent himſelf condemn'd Theophilus of Raſh- | 


8 -&4 "i 


neſs and Pride, becauſe he wrote alone, 
and not at the Head of his Synod, which 


was the Cuſtom on ſuch Occaſions : and 
becauſe he did not ſend any diftin& ac- 
count why he had depoled John, nor 
what Biſhops had concurred with him 
in doing it (e). | 
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Chryſo ſom indeed complained to the 
| Biſhops of Rome and Italy, and deſired 
them to excommunicate his Adverſa- 
ries (F). But he wrote to the ſame 
effect to many, if not all, the Metropo- 

litans of the Catholick Church; for In- 
ſtarſce, to Eulogius of Ceſarea and John of 
Jeruſalem (g). And he was ſo far from 
2 to the Biſhop of Rome in par- 
ticular, that he wrote the ſame Epiſtle 
to the Biſhops of Milan and Aquileta, as 
he did to him (0. 

Laſtly, It is not probable, that Hono- 
rias ſhould write, that it was not lawful 
for Emperors to try any religious Contro- 
verſy; becauſe, as I before (i) obferved, 
he himſelf commanded one of his Civil 
Magiſtrates to try the Cauſe between 
the Donatiſts and Catholicks. | | 

II.“ The Emperor Marcian told the 
C Council of Chalcedon, that he had re- 
« ſerved ſome Articles to be paſſed by 
« them into Canons ; becauſe he thought 
« it more proper () to do ſo, than to 
eſtabliſh them by a Civil Sanction. 


— 


K 


Ls 


0 


(f) V. Chryſoſtomi Epiſtolam. Ibid. p. 21. 
g) V. Epiſtolas Chry ſoſtomi 91 & 126. Edit. Savil. 
4) V. Pallad. p. 22. 
(i Supra, Pp. 43- 
(ee) Ilgimer. Proper or decent. V. Concil. Chalecd. 
Par, 2. AGF. 6. 
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Anſw. So our Civil Governours have 


thought proper that laſt Wills ſhould be 
proved in Eccleſiaſtical Courts. Yet if 
they ſhould ena, that Wills ſhould be 


proved in the Common-Law Courts, no 
one could think it anlamful in them. 

Ibis very Expreſſion of Marcian ſeems 
to imply, that he did not think it un- 
lawful fer him to have eſtabliſhed theſe 
Rules by his Civil Laws. For would 
any one barely call a thing improper or 
indecent, which he thought to be utterly 


unlamful? Would Mr. Collier himſelf re- 


commend Perſons to a Biſhop to be or- 


dained, in theſe Terms; “ I have reſerv- 


ed this to be done by you: becauſe I 


( think it more proper and decent that you 


« ſhould ordain them, than that Civil Of- 

s: Fcers-thoult do uf EE PTTTETS 
III.“ This Council affords another re- 

„ markable Inſtance. For here in the 


« Caſe of Photius Metropolitan of Hre, 
„ *tis determined by the Synod, That 


« ThE ImyExIALRESCRIPT (the 


« Word in the Original is, PR AGMA- 


iC) of no Force againſt the Canons (1). 


EI * 


(1) Kam F xe S und, ore. Cancal. 
Chalced. Par, 2. AA. 4. pag. 328, apud Binium. 


« And 
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« And yet this Caſe only related to a 
« Conteſt of Juriſdiction between (Pho- 

& tins) a Metropolitan and (Euſtathius 
„ of Berytas) one of his Provincial Bi- 
« ſhops; and which is farther obſerva- 


ce ble, the Emperor's Reſcript carried the 


«' whole Authority of the Civil Legiſla- 
c« ture. » i : 


Anſw. 1. Our Adverſaries neither have 


produced, nor can produce any Canon 


received by the Church of England, which 


prohibits our King to deprive Biſhops for 
Offences againſt the State. 


Anſw. 2. If the Canons had been rejected 
by former Emperors, and by Marcian him- 


ſelf, and he had commanded this Cauſe 


to be decided according to the Civil 


Laws; and yet the Synod had determin- 
ed it according to the Canons: this would 
have ſhewn, that they judged the Eccleſia- 
ſtical Power to be ſuperior to the Civil, 


as to Legiſlation in Eccleſiaſtical Matters. 


But as the Caſe really was, it does not ap- 
| pear which Power the Synod eſteemed to 
be ſuperior to the other in that reſpect. 
For the Canons had been approved by 
the Chriſtian Emperors ; and even Con- 


ſtantius pretended to obſerve them, as 1 


have before ſnewn. And Theodofras Fu- 
nior himſelf, who granted the Pragmatick 
in queſtion, declared, that the End of 
— U 2+ — is 
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his ſummoning the Council of Fpheſas was, 
That the Diſturbance which had happened on 
account of the Religious Controverſies then 
on Foot, might be ended according.to the Ec- 
clefraſtical Canons (m). And he expreſly 
paſſed the following Civil Law to rein- 
force the Authority of the Canons and' 

Synodical Trials in IHricum, where it feems 
ſome Innovations began to take place in 


Oppoſition to the Canons (#). © We 
« command that all Innovation ſhall 
 & ceaſe, and that the old Cuſtoms and 
« antient Eccleſiaſtical Canons, which 


“ have hitherto been in Force, ſhall be 
. 


EE 


© riſe, it ought to be reſerved to the ſa- 


© cred Judgment of the Sacerdotal Sy- 
nod (of the Province), not without the 


„ 


(n) Qs Tyv £x ＋ ew Doonry wy culo a4ruoun. THCEYM > 
KAT TG SXXANTREINESS KvONHG, AlgAvburuys Theodoſii 
Eßiſt. ad Cyrilum & Metropelitanos egus Regianis. 
Binit, Vol. 2. p. 226. | | 8 


(n) Cod. Theod. Lib. 16. Tit. 2. le. 45. Impp. Honůo- 


rins & Theodofius P. N. IIlyrici. Omni Innovatione 
ceſlante, vetuſtatem & Canones priſtinos Ecclefiaſticos, 

ui uſque nunc tenuerunt, per omnes Illyrict Provincias 
Lrvati præcipimus: Tum ut ſi quid dubietatis emerſe- 
rit, id oporteat (non abſque ſcientia viri Reverendiſſimi 
lacroſanctæ legis Antiſtitis Urbis Conſtantinopolitanz, 
quæ Romz veteris Prærogativa lætatur) Conventui ſacer- 
dotali ſanctoque judicio reſeryari, a b 


i: 


© obſerved through all the Provinces of 
« Nlyricam: Alſo, that if any Doubt a- 
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„ Privity of the Biſhop of the City of 
** Conſtantinople, which enjoys the Prero- 
«© gative of old Rome. Laſtly, Marciar's 
Civil Judges acquainted this Synod, that 
it was his Pleaſure, that the Cauſes of [ 
Biſhops ſhould be tried not by the Prag- LIM 
maticks, but by the Canons (o), and a- th 
terward they asked the Synod, whether | 
it was their Pleaſure alſo to try this parti- | 
cular Cauſe by the Pragmaticks or Canons, Iii: 
concerning which Point, they had de- [ i 
| 
| 
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clared to them his Majeſty's Pleaſure. 
And thereupon the Synod made the a- 
bovementioned Anſwer, 4 Pragmatick is ö 
of no Force againſt the Canons. So that ſup- _ Ni 
poling Pragmaticks to carry the whole Au- if 
thority of the Civil Legiſlature, all which _. 
neceſſarily follows from this Inſtance is, _— 
that in Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes the Civil ful 
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Laws of the Empire were not valid a- = 
gainſt the Eccleſiaſtical Laws of the Em- 1 


14 
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But moſt Pragmaticks did not carry the 0 

whole Authority of the Civil Legiſlature, and | 0 | 

particularly the Pragmatick in queſtion e 
did not. Thoſe Laws which the Em- [El [i 
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peror made of his own mere Motion, or 
at leaſt with a deſign to bind all his Sub- 
jets throughout all the Provinces of the 


Roman Empire, were called General Laws 
and Edicts 0). Reſcripts were Laws 
E 


made by t mperor, not of his own 
Motion, but in Anſwer to particular Per- 


ſons (9), either to ſome Petitioners, or to 


his Officers and Judges when they con- 
ſulted him upon difficult Points. Prag- 
matick Sanctions were Reſcripts iſſued by 
the Emperor, after having adviſed with 
his Council (7). And theſe were often 


obtained ſurreptitiouſſy, or by Intereft, or 
Solicitation, or the like bye Methods, with 


a Deſign to ſubvert the General Laws. 


* 
——L—é— 
* 


— 


(p) Cod. Juſt. Li. 1. Tit. 14. le. 3. Le es, ur generales, 


ab omnibus æquabiliter in poſterum obſerventur, quæ 
vel miſſæ à nobis ad venerabilem cætum oratione con- 


duntur vel inſerto Edicti vocabulo nuncupantur: five eas no- 


bis motus ſpontaneus ingeſſerit, ſive Precatio ſive Relatio 


vel lis mota Legis occafionem poſtulaverit. Nam ſatis 
eſt Edicti eas nuncupatione cenſeri, vel per omnes popu- 
los judicum programmatibus divulgari; vel n 
continere, quod Principes cenſuerint ea, quæ in certis ne- 


gotiis ſtatuta ſunt, ſimilium quoque cauſarum fata com- 


poneie. Sed & ſi generalis lex vocata eſt, vel ad omnes 
juſſa eſt pertinere, vim obtineat Edicti. | 
(] Ad certas Perſonas reſcriptæ. V/. Juſtin. Pref. 1. 
42d Cod. cap. 2. | 3 | 

(7) Princeps in iis adhibito conſilio & tractatu, fuſius 
reſpondet ad Preces, Relationem vel Suggeſtionem Judi- 
cum vel aliorum. Dionyſ. Gothof. in Notis ad Cod. 
f TH. ̃ EET, 1 


And 


tl 
al 
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1 


the General Laws; and the General Laws 
are called by Juſtinian, The Law, and the 

Laws, by way of Eminence and Diſtin- 
Cition from the Pragmaticks (); and it 
is often declared in the Civil Laws, that 
Pragmiticks {hall be of no Force, when 
they contradict the General Laws (t). And 
23 decreed, that thoſe Judges ſhould 
be fined who ſhould pay any Regard to 
ſuch a Pragmatick (2). 


And they are for the moſt part oppoſed to 


„  — — E | 


(/) Novel $2. cap. 13. Omnis autem Judex cuſto- 


diat Leges, & fi contingat Pragmaticam procedere San- 


ctionem dicentem alitet agi, ſequatur Legem. Nos enim 
volumus obtinere quod noſttæ volunt Leges. 
(.) Vid. Novel. 82. ſupra. Novel. 15. cap. 1. Cod. 
Juſt. Li. Tit. 22. le. 6. Omnes Judices monemus, ut 
nullam pragmaticam Sanctionem, quæ generali juri vel 
utilitati publicæ adverſa eſſe videatur, in diſceptationem 
cujuſlibet Litigii patiantur proferri: ſed generales ſacras 
conſtitutiones modis omnibus non dubitent obſervandas. 
Confer. Tit. 23. le. 7. & Juſtin. Pref. 2. ad Cod. cap. 4. 
. Adde Cod. Theodoſ. Li. 1. Tit. 2. le. 1. Imp. Conſtanti nus 
ad populum. Contra jus Reſcripta non valeant, quecun- 
que modo fuerint impetrata. Quod enim publica jura 
præſcribunt magis ſequi Judices debent. J id. Tit. 1, 
te. 4. Generale 5 


dum eſt. | | 
(u) Novel. 113. cap. 1. Si dum cauſa dicictur, prag- 
matica noſtra forma, aut diſpoſitio -, judicanti- 


bus inſinuetur, ordinans in his examinationem aut ſen- 


tentiam, jubemus judicem quidem omnino-non reſpicere : | 


fed his vacantibus & nullam penitus habentibus virtu- 
tem ſecundum generales noſtras leges cauſam exami- 
i . EEE nare 


Againſt 


rxceptum Beneficio Speciali anteferen- 


! 
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e 
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h "A. 


_ Againſt this it may be. ur 


Pragmaticks were general LiWs.. To 


Which I anſwer, that they were not ſo 


in their own Nature, but only begauſe the 


Emperor extraordinarily decreed that they 
ſhould be ſo. Thus Jaſtinian inſerted 
ſome Pragmaticks into his Code, becauſe 
he thought them uſeful (w). And o- 
ther Princes before him, when they 
thought a Petition very reaſonable, or- 
dered in their Pragmaticks, that what 
they granted to thoſe particular Petiti- 
oners, ſhould be a ſtanding and general 
Rule in all parallel Caſes (&). 
It may alſo be urged, that it was com- 
mon to grant particular and perſonal Pri- 
vileges, and Pardons to Criminals, which 
were contrary to the Letter of the General 


Laws, and yer were undoubtedly valid. 


f 8 


nare, & legitimo fini contradere. Si autem hoc non cuſto- 


dierit judex, decem librarum auri eum ſubjacere poenæ: 


ut etiam aliam noſtram majorem indignationem expe- 
riatur. ge 5 


(w) Illas vim generalis conſtitutionis obtinere palam 


eſt, quæ ad cerras perſonas reſcriptæ vel per pragmaticam 
ſanctionem ab initio datæ, eidem novo codici propter 
utilitatem ſanctionis inſertæ fuerunt. Juſtin. Pref. 1. af 
A 8 . 

(x) Satis eſt, (ut vim generalium legum obtineant), 
eas expteſſius continere, quod Principes, cenſuetint ea, quæ 
in certis negotiis ſtatuta ſunt, ſimilium quoque cauſarum 
fata componere. V. ſupra. | En 

. 8 . 0 


d, that ſ ome 


rained 


 Non-Conforming Nonjurors. 297 
To which I anſwer, that theſe were ſuch 
Diſpenſations of General Laws as were 
beneficial to particular Perſons, and not 
hurtful to other particular Perſons, much 
leſs to the Publick. But all ſuch Prag- 
maticks were null, as were not only con- 
trary to the Letter of General Laws, but 
to the main Deſign of them, or to the 
Good of the Publick, or of particular Per- 
ſons, or were obtained indirectly or ſur- 
reptitiouſly (0). F 
Having ſhewn, that moſt Pragmaticks 

did not carry with them the Authority of 
the Civil Legiſlature, I proceed to prove, 
that the Pragmatick in Queſtion did not. 

he Fourth Canon of the Council of Nice 
decreed, that Metropolitans ſhould conſe- 
crate the Biſhops of thoſe Sees which 
were ſubject to them. And Hire being 
then a Metropolitical See, this Canon 
confirmed her Juriſdiction over thoſe 


—— - 
%- _— 


— 


()] Cod. Juſt. Li. 1. Tit. 19. le. 7. Imp. Theodoſ. 
& Valentinianus ad Senatum. Reſeripta contra jus elicita 
ab omnibus Judicibus refutari præcipimus: niſi forte fir 
aliquid quod non lædat alium, & profit petenti, vel 
crimen ſupplicantibus indulgeant. Cod. Theod. Li. 1. 
Tit. 2. le. 7. In fraudem Annonariæ tei elicitum dam- 
nabili ſubreptione Reſcriptum manifeſtum eſt jure non 

oſſe vires ſortiri. And there are ſeveral other Laws 
which ſpeak in like manner of Reſcripts fraudulently ob- 


rained, 
Sees 
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Sees which ſhe was then in poſſefſion of 


whereof Berytus, | Enftathiass See ; was 


one. Theodoſps, Martiaii's Predeceſſor, 


erected Berjtus into a Metropolis by a 


Pragmatick, and ſo exempted her from 


the Juriſdiction of Tyre. And this Prag- 
matick is ſaid to have been obtained ſur- 
reptitiouſly () and by Solicitation (4) 
and Intereſt (5). And indeed it is not 


probable, that Theodoſias would have con- 


ſented to it, if he had not been deceived; 
fince he had on ſeveral Occaſions acknow- 
ledged the Authority of the Canons; as I 
before obſerved. So that this Pragmatick 
was of a private Nature, relating only to 


ſome part of one patticular Province. It 
diminiſhed the Rights of the See of Tyre. 


It was contrary to the Canons of the 
Council of Nice, which had been received 


| by Chriſtian Emperors from the Begin- 


ning, and therefore were of the Nature 


of General Laws. And it was obtained 
by Surprize and Court-Intereſt. In ſhort, 


it was ſo far from carrying the whole Aut ho. 
rity of the Civil Legiſlature, that it had 


1 1 1 
—— EI * ba 1 2 1 ” % 


* 2 — 


{z) Ex evrrpmeyis. Vid. apud Binium 3 Vol. p. 327. 
(a) Ex eRidrowig. Ibid. p. 330. 8 
(b) Marcian, in a Law which I ſhall immediately 
produce, implies that this and the like Pragmaticks 


many 


were obtained inter vent gratiæ. 


many Defekts even on Civil Acc 
and for that Reaſon might juſtly be, 3 
probably was rejected by the Council of 


Chalcedon. 
And that this and the like Pragmaticks 


were condemned at this Council, becauſe 


they were procured by ſiniſter Methods to 


the Subverſion of General Conftitutions, 


is confirmed by a Law, which bears indeed 
the Name of Yalentinian as well as Marcian: 
yet there is no doubt but Marcian made 
it, becauſe it is directed to Paladins, who 
was one of his Pretorian Prefects (e). 


And there ſeems to be as little Reaſon to 


doubt but that he made it to confirm the 


Judicial Proceedings in the Council of 
Chalceaon, relating to Pragmaticks. The 


Civil Judges indeed concurred in thoſe 


Proceedings, and confirmed them in the 
Council, as I ſhall hereafter ſhew; and 


ſo perhaps ſome may think there was no 
occaſion for this Law. And belides, it 
was not enacted till two or three Years 
after the Council of Chalcedon. But all 
this is very conſiſtent. For this Law 


might be paſſed in a Civil Manner, for 


the fuller Confirmation of thoſe e 


* ds. 


e) Marcian's Edict aden the Council of Chal- 


e is directed among others, Nance imitye F xn" 
Tu. A rar . Ibid. p. 8. 


Pro- 


* 8 Nane 99 
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5 Proceedings. And thoſe in whoſe Favour: 


ſuch Pragmaticks had been granted, might. 
be trying to {et up their Authority again, 
in Oppoſition to the Judicial Determina- 
tions in that Council, after it had been 


diſſolved for ſome time, and they began 


to be leſs in Awe of it. So Marcian came 
into that Council, and in Perſon confirm- 


ed their Determination concerning Faith 


(d). And ſome time after he confirmed; 
it a ſecond time, by an Edict enacted and 
publiſh'd in a Civil Manner (e), and di- 
rected to his Civil Magiſtrates (F). And 
the Reaſon of this 15 cond Confirmation 
is in the Edict ſaid to be, becauſe ſome 
« had diſputed againſt the Determinati- 


« on of the Council, and not paid due 


©« Regard to the Emperor's firſt Con- 
« firmation, rp rh the Fenaly 
ties annexed to it G0. 


2 


1 7 


(4) V. Concil. . Chalced, Par. 2. A4. 6. e Binium, 


361. 


fo) It is entitled, l 8 cn, cy Kor- | 


NN Ibid. Par. 3. pag. 477. 

(f) V- ibid. pag · 478. | 

* (8) Daw mis oi Th fi du lest. zu-, ib 
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Having removed theſe Objections, 1 
proceed to the Law it ſelf, Which is as 
follows (0. We decree that the Privi- 
« Teges which former Princes have granted 

« by general Conſtitutions to al the Holy 
Churches of the Orthodox Religion 
«. ſhall be for ever inviolably maintain- 
ed; and we command that all Pragma- 
© tick Sanctions, which have been obtained 
« by Intereſt and Ambition. contrary to the 
& Eccleſiaſtical Canons, ſhall ceaſe and be 
& of no Force. one 5 
In like manner Juſtinian having in his 
ſeventh Novel prohibited the Alienation 
of the things of the Church, prohibits 
_ alſo all Perſons to have any Hand in ob- 
taining Pragmatick Sanctions. to the con- 
trary, and prohibits the Judges to ſuffer 
ſuch Pragmaticks to be pleaded, and 
threatens the Clergy with Degradation, 
if they ſhould obey ſuch Pragmaticks, in 
oppolition to thoſe Laws of his which mere 


a << 


A 


2 


„ 
2 of 4 WA ? * ; 
— * 


_- (b) Cod. Juſt. Li. 1. Tit. 2. le. 12. Impp. Valen. & 
Marcianus A. A. Palladio P. P. Privilegia quæ ge- 
neralibus conſtitutionibus univerſis ſacroſanctis eccleſiis 
orthodoxæ Religionis retro Principes præſtiterunt, fitma 
& illibata in perpetuum decernimus cuſtodiri, Omnes 
ſane Pragmaticas Sanctiones quæ contra Canones Ec- 
clefiaſticos interventu gratiæ & ambitionis elicitæ ſunt, 
robore ſuo & firmitate vacuatas ceſſare præcipimus. 
— Dat. tio & Studio Conſl, | ; 
IS 50 


i , 


So made (i), ite. undoubtedly, to ſuch 
general Laws aß that ſeventh Novel of 


bis was. And the Reaſon he gives why ; 


he prohibited them to have Regard to 
ſuch Pragmaticks, is, not becauſe it was 
contrary to the | 
dedicated, to the Church, nor becauſe 
the Civil Power wanted Authority to 
make Laws in Eccleſiaſtical Matters; 


« þ , 
. 


but © becauſe thoſe Frege Laws which 
«* were eſtabliſhed fo 

“ ought to , 
& which were deſigned for the Benefit 
« of Particulars; to the Subverſion of the 


— 
— — 


0 4 4 y l — 


— 


(%) Novel. J. caps 9. Quia vero vetiſimile eſt quem- 
piam etiam in circumventionem hujus legis tentare 


Pragmaticas noſtras formas accipere tale aliquid ei a- 


gere permittentes: & hoc prohibemus in omni ee 
majore vel minore, five in cingulo eonſtitura, ſive ho- 


tum qui circa nos ſunt, ſive aliorum quiſpiam inter 


populos habitantium-: & ſancimus, nulli penitus licen- 
tiam eſſe talem quempiam pragmaticum proferre ty- 
pum, neque ex hoc accipere aliquid de ſanctiſſimis ec- 
cleſiis compendium; ſed & 3 Quæſtori pæuam 
imminere centum librarum auri fi quid tale dictaverit: 
ſimul & ſuſcipientibus inſinuationem talis cujuſpiam ſa- 
ctæ formæ glorioſiſſimis Judicibus aut aliis quibuſdam 


furare hujuſmodi ſacras Pragmaticas Formas, magis au- 
tem cum periculo ſuſcipere & agnoſcere : quia circa 
ipſum ſacerdotium per iculum ſuſtinebunt, fi negligentes 
bas leges quæ ita fiunt, Pragmaticas ſequuntur For- 
mas. 8 


« Gene- 


to the Canons to alienate things 


or the good of All, 
more valid, than thoſe 


candem imminere pænam: & epiſcopos fine periculo re- 


— 


« General Lays (t ):“ A Reaſon which 5 


concludes with equal Strength againſt 
Pragmaticks, which were contrary to 
any General Laws, Whether they were 
Eccleſiaſtical or Civil one. 

But Mr. Collier proves, that the Em- 


4 peror's Pragmatick carried the whole Au- 


4 thority of the Civil Legiſlature (whereby le 


means, that it was of equal Authority with 
m Civil Law whatſoever, ) becauſe neither 
« the Nobility nor Commons had any ſhare 
* in making Laws, but that Privilege had 
had been long reſigned in the Lex Re- 


. gia, which enacted the Prince's Plea- 


„ ſure a Law, in theſe words, Quicquid 
« Principi placuit Legis vigorem habeat. 
Anſw. Ulpian indeed b 
Rule in Law, Quod Principi placuit, legis 
habet vigorem: and proves it to be TI 


becauſe the People had conferred all their 


Power to him in the Lex Regia (H). But 
two Conſtitutions may proceed from the 
ſupreme Authority, and yet one may car- 


— 


» —— 
„ — 


( Oportet enim ea quæ communiter & generaliter 


in omnium utilitatem ſanciuntur, potius valere, quam 


ea quæ circa aliguos ſtudentur agi ad corruptionem 
communium legum. a5; „ 
) Quod Principi placuit, Legis habet vigorem: ut- 


|  pote cum lege Regia quæ de imperio ejus lata eſt, Po- 


pulus ei & in eum omne ſuum imperium & poteſtatem 
confetat. Ap, Juſtin, Digeſt. L. 1. Tit. 4. 6 
F ry 
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ays it down as a 


Oren 
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| and the other not: becauſe they may 


ve ſhewn that Pragmatichs and other 


Reſcripts were of leſs Validity than 
General Laws, though both proceeded 
from the ſame Imperial Authority: So the 

Emperor's verbal Commands were of leſs 
Authority than his Reſcripts, or rather 


they were of no Authority, eſpecially if 
they contradicted any Reſcript or Edict 
(). In like manner in our Conſtitution 


it is common for a Vote to be paſſed by 
the Lords and Commons, and approved 


of by the King: and tho' ſuch Votes pro- 


ceed from the whole Legiſlative Autho- 
rity; yet they do not carry the whole 


Authority of the Legiſlature, nor are e- 


ſteemed of equal Validity with Acts of 


Parliament. So that upon the whole; 
this Saying of the Council does no more 
prove a Defect of Authority in the Em- 
peror, than if they had ſaid, as they might 


* 5 | : 7: 


(m) Cod. Juſtin. Li. 3. Tit. 1. le. 11. Subtilitatem 
'Legum Judex curæ habeat: non autem his, quz præter 
jus dia vel prolata ſunt ab Imperatore, attendens. Ibid. 
Ti. 1. Tit. 15. le. 1. Imp. Grat. Valent. & Theod. AAA. 
ad Fuſignium P. P. Siquis adſerat nm mandatis noſttis 


ſecretis ſe veniſſe, omnes ſciant nemini quicquam niſi quod 


ſcriptis probaverit eſſe credendum ſed ſacras no- 
ſtttas literas eſſe quærendas. Adde Je. 2. Ibid. 


have 


* 
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have done truly, That 4 Pragmatick was of 
#0 Force againſt the Laws, - It ſhews, that 
Pragmaticks wanted Authority, but not 
that the Emperor did. | Is 


Auſw. 3. It appears from what has 
been already mentioned, that Pragmat ict 
Sanitions were a ſort of private Conſtituti- 
ons, which were of Force when they did 
not contradict General Laws, and were 
valid Diſpenſations of General Laws in 
ſome Caſes. And therefore the very Apply- 
ing for them, and the Regard which was 
ſometimes paid to them in Eccleſiaſtical 
Cauſes, ſeems to imply, that they were of 
Force in ſuch Cauſes. And I ſhall hereaf- 
ter obſerve, that a Synod and Anatolins 
and Maximas, reſpectively Archbiſhops of 
Conſtantinople and Antioch, and Leading 
Mea in this very Council, receiv'd the 
Pragmatick in queſtion. And even Photius 
in his Complaint againſt it, deſires that 
a Pragmatick might be granted to annul 
it. And it is highly improbable, that all 
theſe Perſons would have acted ſo, if it 
had not been then a Rule in the Church = 
that Pragmaticks might - diſpenſe with 
Canons in ſome Caſes: Tho' Anatolias 
and Maximus were miſtaken in applying 
this Rule to this particular Caſe. 3 
And this very Determination of 
the Council ſeems plainly to prove 

„ . 3 


ſo much, that as Pragmaticks were of 


Force in Civil Matters, when | they 
did not contradia the General Laws: {0 


they were in Fecleſiaſtical Matters, when 


they were not contrary to the Canons. 


Otherwiſe the Council would have ſaid 
that Pragmaticks were of no Force at all, 
not as they do, that they were of no Force 
againſt the Canons. For if a Man were to 
ſpeak of the Authority of the French or 
Spaniſh Laws in England, he would ſay, 


they are of no Force at all, not, that they 


are of no Force againſt Acts of Parliament. 


So if a Man were to give an Account, 


of what force the Roman Civil Laws 
are in We/tminſter-FZall, he would ſay, 


they are of none. But as to thoſe Courts 
Where they are of ſome Force, he 


would expreſs himſelf juſt as this Coun- 


cil did of Pragmaticks. For Inſtance, he 


would ſay, that in the Admiralty-Coarts 
the Civil Laws are of no Force againſt Acts 
of Parliament. $84 


Anſw. 4. Having now clearly ſhewn, 


that Mr. Collier's Remarkable Inſtances pro- 


duced from the Council of Chalcedon prove 


nothing againſt us, I ſhall, for a fuller 


Anſwer, make out from ſeveral Proceed- 
ings in this very Council, that the Church 


acknowledged the Emperor's Supreme Ju- 
riſdiction in Eccleſiaſtical Matters. 


Mar- 
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Marcian, and his Civil Judges did not in- 


deed determine Articles of Faith, or paſs 


Sentences of Excommunication, But they 
interpoſed in the Proceedings prepatatory 


and ſubſequent to ſuch Determinations - 


and Sentences. And almoſt every thing 
elſe was done by their Command. Peti- 


tions and Complaints were addreſſed to 


the Emperor, even while the Council was 


fitting, and he commanded his Civil 
Judges to lay them before the Council. 


The Proceedings began from them, and 


and they not only concurred but preſided 
in them. And if I were to bring all the 


Proofs which there are of this, I muſt in 
a manner tranſcribe all the Acts of that 


Council; So I ſhall only alledge ſome Par- 


ticulars. | = 

Mircian {ſummoned this Council and 
was preſent at it. And he tells them in 
his Speech to them, that the End of 
c his coming among them was not to make 
« an Oftentation of his Power, but to 
« add Validity to their Proceedings after 
« the Example of Conſtantine (n). Which 
End Binius diſliked fo much, that inſtead 
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thereof he repreſents Marcian to "Oey 
come, “ To exhort all the Fathers to 


4 


profeſs the true Faith () ..ę ᷓ 
Then Marcian commanded the Determi- 
nation of the Synod concerning Faith to 


be read, and when it was read, confir- 
med it by Word of Mouth. And both 
upon his declaring that he would confirm 


it, and upon his actually confirming it, 
he received the Applauſes of the whole 


Synod (). Vet tho' Marcian confirmed 
this Determination concerning Faith, he 
referred the making it to the Council as 


their proper Buſindſs. 


Flavian Archbiſhop of Conſtantinople | 


had, at the Head of a Synod, and at the 
Proſecution of Euſebius Biſhop of Dorilaum, 


excommunicated Extyches he. his Hereſy. 
And for this Dioſcorus Archbiſhop of Alex- 
andria, and a Favourer of Eatyches at the 


Head of another Council, depoſed Euſebius, 
and not only depoſed but murdered Fla- 
ian. The firſt Step in the firſt Action or 


Seſſion of the Council of Chalcedon was 
this: The Legates of the See of Rome ſaid, 
Let Dioſcorus go out of the Council or We 


— ä | ven > ——— e d k 
6 


o) Ut Univerſos patres ad rectæ fidei rationem co- 
hortaretur. Bini Hiſtoria Concit. Chalced. P. 7. 8 
(Þ) Hane td, οπ]π᷑eM mal i F fanning. x. r. As 


« will 


Azad Binium, p. 346, 1 
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4 will go out, becauſe he has dared to 
“% hold a Synod without the Conſent of 
4 the Biſhop of Rome. The Civil Judges 
and Senators anſwered, © You ought par- 
_ *®'ricularly to explain wherein Dioſcorus 
_ * hath offended.” Which by the way 
plainly implies, that the Judges did not 
think his holding a Synod without the 
Biſhop of Rome's Conſent to be any Of- 
fence. After ſome more Words had paſſed 
between the Judges and the Legates, but 
Not a Word ſpoken by any other Biſhop, 
the Civil Judges and Senate, without 
conſulting the Council, commanded Dioſ- 
corus to fit among them: which he ace 
cordingly did (q). e +! 

Then Euſebias faid , Command my 
$ Petition againſt Dioſcorus to be read, 
as the Emperor has ordered it.” And 
the Judges and Senate commanded it to 


0 6 
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be read (7). And after that, the Proceed- 
ings of Flavian againſt Eutyches, and of 


Dioſcoras againſt Flavian were read. And 


afterward the Civil Judges and Senate 
ſaid, We perceive, that a more perfect 
« Bxamination concerning the Orthodox 


« 3nd Catholick Faith muſt be deferred 


e till the Synod aſſemble again to Mor- 
row. Bur fince Flavian and Euſebius 
« appear, by the Acts, and by the very 
© Confeſſion of ſome who were Leaders 
« in that Synog, to have been unjuſtly 


+ depoſed; We think it juſt, if it ſhall 


* pleaſe his imperial Majeſty, that Droſcorus 
and the other Biſhops who were Lead- 
sers in that Synod ſhould be ſubject to 

(the ſame Sentence, and be deprived 


« of their Biſhopricks ; all the following 
„Proceedings being referred to his Ha- 
* jeſly (N. The Eaſtern Biſhops — 

| „„ their 
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their Adherents, inſtead of finding Fault 


. that the Emperor and his Judges ſhould 


concern themſelves in the Depoſition of 


a Biſhop, ſaid, This is a juſt Judgment, 


This is a juſt Senate. Long Life to the 
Senate. Long Life to the Emperor. 
“ Chriſt has depoſed Dioſcorus (t) And 
Dioſcorus being thus prejudged was in the 
Third Action formally degraded by the 
Synod from all Eccleſiaſtical Dignity, with- 
dut the Preſence of the Civil Judges. In 
the Second Action was a Diſquiſition con- 
cerning Faith: and then the Civil Judges 
were prefent, and preſided, and directed 
as to the Manner of the Proceeding. 
As to the other Judicial Proceedings in 


that Council, Marcians Civil Judges in- 


terpoſed in them, and exerciſed a Juriſdi- 
Ction at leaſt concurrent with the Council, 
if not ſuperior to it. For Inſtance, The 
Council in the Fourth Action required 


ſome Egyptian Biſhops to ſign a Condem- 


nation of the Doctrine of Eatyches. Thoſe 
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Egyptian | earneſtly begged. „that they 


might have leave to defer this, till an 
Archbiſhop of Alexandria ſhould be con - 
ſtituted: becauſe it was à Rule in the 


Eeyptian Church, that nothing could be 
done by any Egyptian Biſhop without 


that Archbiſhop. The Council thinking 


this to be only a Subterfuge, and that 
theſe Egyptians were really Eutychians, 


unanimouſly required them to ſign imme- 
diately. The Civil judges ſaid, © We think 
it reaſonable and humane, that the Egyp- 
« tian Biſhops ſhould continue, as they 
are in Conſtantinople, and that Time 
« ſhould be granted them, till a new 


_ « Archbiſhop of Alexandria be conſtitu- 
ted.“ Hereupon Biſhop Paſchaſinas, 
| Legate of the See of Rome, ſaid. If 


Four Authority Ox DER and Co u- 
„ M AND ſome. Favour to be ſhewn 


© them: let them give Security, that 


ce they will not leave this City till a 
«© Biſhop of Alexandria ſhall be conſti- 
« tuted. 5 


The Civil Judges and the Senate ap- 
proved of Paſchaſinuss Motion with an 
Addition of their own, ſaying, © Let 
Paſchaſi nus's Vote be ratified, and Jet 


e the Egyptian Biſhops give Security if 
they can, or elſe ſwear, that they will 


; 66 wait 2 ? 


Alon-Conforn 10 , Nonjutors. 3 13 
4, Wait till A. Biſhop of Alecsandris is con- 
„ Ftituted (a). K 

Then by the Comm . the c 
vil Judges, and Senate, and Synod, en- 
tered ſome Orthodox Abbots. After them, 
by the Order of the Civil Judges, ſome 


Abbots and others entered, who were 


Favourers of Eutyches, and bad preſent · 
ed a Petition to the Emperor. And the 
Civil Judges and Senate ſaid, Let it be 
read, and it was read accordingly. Then 
the Eat) chiau Monks defired, that their 
| Libel the Petition) to the Synod might 
be read. The Civil Judges and Senate 

ſaid, with relation to this Petition alſo, 


Let it be read (w). AS FEY Upon 
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Upon reading part of it, it 8 


that theſe Monks petitioned, in the fol- 


Towing Terms, That the woft holy Archbi. 


ſhop Dioſcorus might be rex to 2 
the Synod. Upon hearing which, 

the Biſhops cried out, Out with theſe 
Men, take away the Diferace and Injury o 
the Synod. The Orthodox Abbots ſaid, 


Take away the Injury of Monaſteries. The 
Biſhops cried out, Ie is not lawful for the 
Synod to hear this Petition; in which they 


have had the Boldneſs to call him 4 Biſhop 
who has been depoſed by the whole & bowl 
in are the Canons trampled upon? The 
Civil Judges faid, Without prejudging, 
let the Libel be read, and it was read 


_ accordingly : and afterward the Civil 


Judges and Senate ſaid, Tour Petitions 


have been read according to your Defqre, 
 NoTwiTHSTANDING THE BiSHoPs 


Oyposrp IT. Vi•Üvll you now conſent to 
the Determination of the Synod concerning 


Faith? This the Monks refuſed : and 
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the Judges offered to ask the Synod to 
grant them two or three Days Time to 


conſider of it. But they perſiſting in 


their Obſtinacy, the Civil Judges and 
Senate ſaid, a Determination ſhall be given 
by the Synod (x). Then the Synod tried 
them and decreed, © That if they did not 
within Thirty Days ſubmit to the 
Determination of the Synod concerns 
ing Faith, they ſhould be excommuni- 
* cated, and loſe the Government of their 
 & Monaſteries ; and that if they ſhould 
e attempt to fly, (viz. out of Conſtantinople 
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t before the Thirty Days were expired), | 
the ſame Puniſhment ſhould hold good 
* againſt them, viz. the 'Femporal Power 


According to the divine and ſacred Ca, 

<<. nons of the Fathers confirming the Sen. 
“tente againſt the Obſtinate (). 

I I ſhall only produce ſome more Inſtan- 


ces, to ſhew that the Emperor exerciſed 


a Juriſdiction concurrent with the Council, 


aß to the patticular Point of determining 


the Limits of Epiſcopal Diſtricts; which 


Dr. Hickes ſo ſtrongly aſſerts to belong of 
Divine Right to the Clergy alone. D 


This is in the firſt Place plain from the 


very Caſe” of Photias. Theodoſius, as I 


before obſerved, had by a Pragmatick 


erected Berytus into a Metropolis, and 


exempted her from the Juriſdiction of 
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"Thre: and à Synod at Conſtantinople had 1 
determined what Sees ſhould become 1 
ſubject to Bertus, and what Sees ſhould re- : 
main ſubject to Thre (z). And the De- 5 8] 
termination of this Synod was figned fot | 
only by Anatolius Archbiſhop of Cone 
Jantinople, but by Maximus Archbiſhop 
of Antioch (a), to which See, even Tyre 
herſelf was ſubject. And becauſe Phorias 
acted contrary to this Determination, he 
was excommunicated for ſome time by 
the ſame Synod, or at leaſt by another 
Synod aſſembled at the ſame Place. 
Photias preſented a Petition to the Em- 
perors Valentinian and Marcian, © that 
de they would order, that this pragma- 
« tick ſhould ceaſe, and that if on ac- 
„ count thereof ſome Biſhops had con- 
* ſented to the leſſening the ancient 
« Rights of the Sec of Tyre, (whereby he 
* undoubtedly means the abovementioned De- 
| & termination of the Conſtantinopolitan 
FF. 5 that Conſent might be of no 
"Pp Force: and that they would Ra their 
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"5 Pragmatick to the Civil Magiſtrates 


* and to the Oecumenical Synod afſem- 
'& bled at Chalcedon by the Grate of Chrift 
« and their Command, that there ſhould 
<* be no Proceedings contrary to this their 
Order (6).” Hereupon Marcian com- 
manded his Civil Judges, together with 


the Oecumenical Synod, to hear and deter- 


mine this Matter (c). 
Accordingly, this Affair was brought 


into the Council in the Fourth Action, the 


Civil Judges being preſent, and Photius 
begun the Cauſe with praying, that his 
abovementioned Petition might be read. 
The Civil Judges immediately, without 
conſulring the Council, ſaid, Let Photius's 
Petition be read. Before the Reading of 
2 Euſtathius moved, that the Que ſtion 

concerning Faith might firſt be ended, The 
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Judges again without conſulting the Coun- 


cil, replied, © Since his Majeſty has com- 


1 manded this Cauſe to be heard in the 


* Council while we are preſent, Let Pho- 
© tius's Petit ion be read (d). And their Com- 


mand was immediately obey d, and the 


* 


Petition read, without the Council's giv- 


ing any Order in the Matter. Afterward 


Euſtathius asked, Whether the Cauſe was to 
be tried according to the Civil Laws, or the 
Canons? The Judges replied 4 third time, 


without conſulting the Council; © It is 
his Majeſty's Pleaſure, that Epiſcopal 


Matters ſhall not be tried according 


to the Pragmaticks but the Canons; 
% and therefore let the Canons relating to 


„ this Matter be read (e).“ Euſtathias 
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having thrown in ſome Words, the Judges 
took occaſion to ſa\ 5 «Let the Synod de: 


<_ clare whether they pleaſe to have this 
particular Cauſe tried according to 


« the Canons or Pragmaticks.“ And, 
not to trouble the Reader with more 


Particulars, the Civil Judges in Conclu- | 
fion pronounced, © that: the Metropoli- 


tan of Tyre ſhould be reſtored to the 
& Authority of conſecrating the Biſhops 
& of all the Sees anciently ſubje@ to him, 
& both according to the Wicene Canons; 


“ and according to the Judgment of all 


et the Holy Synod :” and then they asked 


the Synod, Whether they conſented to 
this Sentence? Whereupon the Synod 
anſwered, That it was a juſt Sentence (7). 
So that tho? this Cauſe was tried indeed 
according to the Canons: Yet the Civil 


Powers appear manifeſtly to have been 


Principals in trying it, and to have exer- 


ciſed at leaſt as great a Judicial Power 
as the Synod it ſelf. The ſame appears 
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alſo from the 1zth Action of this Coua- 


cil, where a Cauſe is tried of much the 
ſame Nature with this of Photius, 

Auother Argument that this Council 
acknowledged the Emperor's Authority 
in Eccleſiaſtical Matters, is taken from 


the 17th Canon, which decrees, That 


ce if any Cit had been or ſhould be new 
* built,” the Form of its EccleGaſtical 
*& ſhould follow the Form of its Civil 


Government (g). From which Ba. 


mom concludes, © that the Emperors had 
Authority to take away Eccleſiaſtical 


« Privileges: becauſe if they might order 
*« what they pleaſed concerning Eccleſia- 
« ſtical Diſtricts, on account of Cities 


« new built by them : Much more might 


they ere@ an Epiſcopal into a Metro- 


«. politan See.“ (. But this is certain, 
that we may more ſtrongly conclude from 


hence, that the Civil Power in the Opi- 


y 1 ä 4 
— 
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pinion of this Council, had Authority in 
determining Eccleſiaſtical Diſtricts, than 


our Adverſaries can conclude, as we {hall 


ſhortly ſee they do, that the Civil Power 


Has no Authority in Eccleſiaſtical Matters, 
becauſe they have thought fit to follow 


the Canons in many of their Laws rela- 
ting to Eccleſiaſtical Matters. 

A third Proof of the ſame Point is from 
the ſeventh Action of the ſame Council, 
where the Civil Judges give this account 


to the Council. The Emperor at the 


« Deſire of Maximus Archbiſhop of An- 
„ tioch, and Juvenal Archbiſhop of 7eru- 

& ſalem, has commanded us to take up a 
«© Diſpute between them, concerning the 
“ Bounds of their reſpective Archbi- 


& ſhopricks. And the matter being ad- 
& juſted by the Conſent of the Parties, 
[44 


they laid it before us, and we think the 
Agreement juſt, And we have thought 
c it neceſſary that theſe Archbiſhops ſhould 
« themſelves acquaint: the Council with 
„ their Agreement, that it may be con- 
% firmed both by our Decree and your Vote 


K «A 


* 


. (i). Then the two Archbiſhops ſe- 


verally 
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; „ 2 
8 


verally relate the Compoſition and declare i 
their Alſent to it, and pray that it may be 7 
ratified both by the Decree of the Civil Judges 5 
and the Vote of the Council (t). And the 
Council having approved of the Agree- „ 
ment, the Judges finally pronounce; 
This amicable End of theſe Diſputes 
has been the Work of the holy Trinity, 
and of his Majeſties Deſigns. There- 
fore let this Compoſition between Maxi- 
„ mas and Juvenal, be for ever eſtabliſh- 
L ed both by our Decree and by the Vote of © 
« the holy Synod (0). Now if its being 
thought neceſſary, that this Agreement 
concerning the Bounds of theſe Patriar- 
chates ſhould be confirmed by this Synod, . / 
were an Acknowledgment of the Autho- | 
rity of the Synod in ſuch matters; then its 
being thought neceſſary that it ſhould be 


*. * 


ratified 
| E 3 
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ratified by the Decree of theſe Judges, 
| Was as full an Acknowledgmenr of as 
1 great an Authority in the Civil Power. 

| PG. that Emperor Free. having 
„ 'in his 83d Novel directed, that if-Cler- 
| | z „ gymen were proſecuted for Civil 
1 Crimes, they ſhould be tried by Civil 
1 * Magiſtrates, thus proceeds. (n)“ But 
| {| © if it bean Fiecleſialtical Fault wanting 


n N 
„ 
2 
* 


| |] | Eccleſiaſtical Correction and Puniſh- 
= 1: c ment, let the Biſhop try the Cauſe 
1 Without the Concurrence of the Tem- 
= „ poral Judges. For we will not have 
Jl „ Buſineſs of this kind brought before 
= | e them, ſince ſuch things ought to be 
we % examined Eccleſiaſtically, and the Souls 
I s of the Delinquents ought. to be re- 
[| formed by Eccleſiaſtical Puniſhment, 
j * according to the Holy and Divine 


6 
r Rules, Which even our Laws are not 
| | 4 aſhamed to imitate. | 725 


tset. iff vr oo Pun Tivy Makims 3; IS 

, 4 ; : ( ; . E , * PF + \ 
 94voppn ouveirens _ReBades , > #5 series e, Ky 
e 


9 


61. | 4 > 52 y IP - 
lin] $i vero Eccle ſiaſticum ſit delictum egens caſtiga- 
tione Eccleſiaſtica & multa, Deo amabilis Epiſcopus 
hoc diſcernat, nihil communicantibus clariſſimis Pro- 
vinciæ Judicibus. Neque enim volumus ralia negotia 
om nino ſcite civiles Judices: cum oporteat talia Eccle- 
ſiaſtice examinari; & emendari animas delinquentium 
per Eccleſiaſticam mũltam ſecundum ſacras & divinas 

regulas, quas etiam noltry ſequi non dedignantur leges. 
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1 ſupp pole Mr. Collier def igns we ſhould 


from 1 2 e conclude, that Jaſtinian ap- 
points 


thou ght 


* Civil Laws.” And he had confirm- 


py the Decree of the Council of Conſtan- 
tinople under Menna, (o) as if it had 
5 N from his own Imperial Autho- 


os * And N after fd, he ſtill 


* 
_— — 
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* Cod. "Py Li. 1. Tit. 3. de Epiſcopts le 45. Imp. 


Juſtinianus Juliano P. PD. — Sacros autem Cano- 


nes non minus quam Leges valere etiam noſtrz volunt 
Leges : Sancimus obtinere in illis, & quæ ſacris viſa 


ſunt Canonibus, perinde ac ſi Civilibus inſcriptum eſſet 
Legibus. Dat. Lamp. & Oreſte Cols. 
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iſhops to try Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes 
accord pike to the Pint becauſe i 
p | 
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more expreſly enaQed, © That the Canons 
of the Four firſt General Councils 
„ ſhould be inſtead of Laws (. 80 
that Cauſes tried by the Canons were 


tried by Conſtitutions, which were 


Imperial as well as Eccleſiaſtical, and no- 
thing can be concluded from hence a- 
gainſt the Authority of the Civil Power. 
No more can there from any thing elſe 
which Juſtinian ſays here of the Canons. 
For he no where declares that he appoint - 
ed theſe Cauſes to be tried by them, on 
account of any particular Authority in 
them; but implies, that the reaſon was, 
becauſe of the Excellency of the Matter of 
them, in ſaying, that the Civil Laws were 
not aſhamed to imitate them. So the ancient 
Romans followed the wiſe Laws of other 
Countries, and ſometimes inſerted Col- 
lections of them into the Civil Law, as 
the Emperors afterward did the Canons. 
Yet no one ever from hence concluded, 
that the old Romans could not have right- 
fully made other Laws: but that they 


— OH_—_— — : — 
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(p) Novel. 131. Cap. 1. Sancimus vicem legum ob- 
tinere. Santas Eccleſiaſticas Regulas, quæ a Sanctis qua- 
tuor Conciliis expoſitæ func aut firmatz. — Præ- 
dictarum enim quatuor Synodorum Dogmata ficut 
| Santas Scripturas accipimus, & regulas ſicut leges ob- 
ſerramus. ee e eee ee | 
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acted wiſely in uſing good Laws, which 
had been already digeſted to their Hands. 
__ Laſtly, Jaftinian in his 123d Novel (q), 
directs Synods and Eccleſiaſtical Judges 
to. try the Cauſes here ſpoken of accord- 
ing to the Civil Laws, as well as the 
Canons. Now if his ordering them in the 


83d Novel to be tried according to-the 
Canons, were an Acknowledgmenrof the 


Authority of Synods, as Mr. Collier ſeems 
to ſuppoſe, his ordering them in the 123d 


Novel, to be tried according to the Ci- 


vil Laws alſo, was an Aſſertion of the 


Authority of the Civil Power in ſuch 


Cauſes, 


pe II — 
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70 Novel. 123. cap. 22. Si quis vero ſanctiſſimo- 


rum Epiſcoporum ejuſdem Synodi dubitationem ali- 
ee invicem habcat, five pro Eccleſiaſtico jute, 


ive pro aliis quibuſdam rebus, prius Metropolita eo- 
rum cum aliis de ſua Synodo Epiſcopis cauſam exa- 
minet & judicer : & fi non rata habueri: utraq; pars 
quæ judicata ſunt, tunc beatiſſimus Patriarcha Diœceſeos 
illius inter eos audiat, & illa determinet quæ Eccleſia- 


ſticis Canonibus & Legibus conſonant, nulla parte e- 


jus lententiæ contradicere valente. Si autem & a Clero 
aut alio quocunq; aditio contra Epiſcopum fiat, prop- 
ter quamlibet cauſam: apud Sanctiſſimum ejus Metro- 
politam ſecundum ſacras regulas & noſiras leges cauſa 
judicetur: & ſi quis judicatis contradixerit, ad bea- 
tiſſimum . & Patriarcham Diœgteſeos illi- 


aus referatur cauſa, & ille ſecundum Canones & leges 


| hpic præbeat finem, 


\ 
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 Aaſw. 2. It does not follow, that Ji. 
#ian thought the Civil Power not to have 
Authority to judge theſe Cauſes, becauſe 
he appointed Biſhops to try them. On 
the contrary, his very appointing Biſhops 
to try them, as other Emperors had done 
before him, plaialy proves, that theſe 
Cauſes wete tried by Imperial as well as 
Eccleſiaſtical Authority, And our Ad ver- 
ſaries might as well argue, that fince he 
decreed, that only Biſhops and Eccleſia- 
ſtical Perſons ſhould hear and determine 
both the Eccleſiaſtical and Civil Cauſes 
of Monks and Nuns C): therefore he 
eſteemed thoſe Perſons and even their Ci- 
vil Cauſes to have been, of right not of 
grace, exempt from his Juriſdiction. 
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(r) Novel. 79. cap. 1. Sancimus ft quis quamcung;' 
habuerit cauſam cum aliquibus venerabilibus Sanctimo- 
nalibus aut ſacris Virginibus aut mulieribus omnino in 
Monaſteriis conſiſtentibus, Civitatis illius Bpiſcopum 
interpellet. Ille vero mittat & cum omni honeſtate quæ 
ſunt de perſonarum pręſentia diſponat : five oportet' 

er Abbates five per Reſponſales five per alios quoſlibet- 
46k ficri, Ipſi vero cum omni veneratione Sacerdotali 
cauſam examinent & judicent, & civiles non ſint pe- 
nitus eis judices, neque confundant eorum honeſtatem, 
cum idonei fint ſingularum civitatum Epiſcopi & quæ 
de lite ſunt & de cautela judiciorum diſponere & judi- 
care honeſte atque Sacerdotaliter, & ſecundum Leges 


noſtras & lactatiſſimas regulas. 


It 


It will farther appear, that the Appoint- 
ing Biſhops to try Ecclefiaſtical Cauſes 
did not imply, that they alone had Au- 
thority to try ſuch Cauſes; if we conſider 
the Reaſons given for it. The Reaſon 
expreſly affigned by Jafti#ia in this No- 
vel is, © Becauſe the Eccleſiaſtical Faults 
* he was ſpcaking of wanted Eccleſia- 
« ftical Correction and Puniſhment, and 
% the Souls of fuch Delinquents ought to 
„ be reformed: by Ecclefiaſtical Puniſh- 
c meat”, i. e. by Penance and Excommu- 
_ nication, Now this plainly implies, that 
 Faſtinian judged Penance and Excommu- 
nication to be the moſt beneficial ſort of 
Puniſhments for fuch Offenders; and it 
alſo implies certainly, that he eſteemed it 
 anmfitting, and probably that he eſteemed it 

rmlanful, for Civil Judges to inflict ſuch 
Pun ments: but it by no means implies 
but he might thint, that he himſelf might 
have righttully inflicted other Puniſhments 


upon ſuch Offendets, if he had thought 


t 
, b 
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* 
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them as uſeſtſ: n 
The Reaſon aſſigned by him (/), why 
he appointed Biſhops alone to try all the. 


— 


* 


(/) Cum idonei fint ſingularum civitatum Epiſcopi 
& quæ de lite ſunt & de cautela judiciorum diſpogere,, 
& judicare honeſte atque ſacerdotalitet, & ſecundum 
leges noſtras & ſacratiſſimas regulas, 
| —- . Cauſes 


4 
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Cauſes of Monks was, ( becauſe Biſhops 


«. were fit bo page both according to the 
« Civil Laws and the Canons”. So he 
thought it highly reaſonable, © that Mi- 
« litary Men ſhould have Authority to try 
« Military Cauſes : becauſe Men are well 
qualified to judge of Matters wherein 


they are particularly skilled“ (:). And 
we may conclude, that this, tho not ex- 
proves was another reaſon, why in this 


zd Novel, he appointed Biſhops alone to 
be Judges of theſe Cauſes which were 
purely Eccleſiaſtical, and were to be tried 


according to the Canons: ſince they were 
much fitter to try ſuch Cauſes than the 


Civil Judges, and underſtood the Canons 
far better. „„ ST Ot WER RRe'7 
A third Reaſon for which Juſtinian 
might and probably did exempt theſe 


_ Cauſes from the Cognizance of his Civil 
Judges is, that Clergymen might be more at 


liberty to diſcharge their ſacred Office, and 
that they who ought to be filled with de» 


_vout Thaughts, might be freed from thoſe 


Cares which commonly diſtract the Minds of 


— 
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(tr) Cod. Juſt. Li. 3. Tit. 1. de Judiciis. le. 17. 
- Certi juris eſt, quod conceſſa eſt etiam militaribus ho- 
minibus judicandi facultas. Quid enim obſtaculi eſt, 
homines, qui alicujus rei peritiam habent, de ea re 


Perſons 


judicare ? 
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Perſons engaged in Law, For this is the 
Cauſe he gives in the former part of this 
| Novel, of his appointing the pecuniary 
- Cauſes of Clergymen to be in the firſt 
place tried before their reſpective Arch- 
| biſhops, and of his ordering his Civil 
Judges to diſpatch with all ſpeed, ſuch 
of thoſe Cauſes, which the Archbiſhops 
coold got decide (a); 
Fourthly, Valens, Gratian and Valenti- 
nian decreed, that Biſhops and Provin- 
« cial Synods ſhould try ſuch Eccleſiaſti- 
ce cal Cauſes as related to Dyſſenfrons and 
«© ſmall Faults, except Crimes which were 
« N to be tried by the Civil Ma- 
giſtrates (w); which ſeems to imply, 
SIR * that 


g * 
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(u) Novel. 83. in Prefat. Si quis habet adverſus 
Clericos quamlibet pecuniariam cauſam, prius ad Ar- 
chiepiſcopum pergat ſub quo conſtitutus eſt, & inter- 
pellet cum, — nec inquietet eum, nec trahat ad Au- 
ditoria Civilia, neque a facro eum vacare faciat Mini- 
ſterio. Si vero aut propter cauſæ naturam aut propter 
quandam forte difficultatem non fuerit poſlibile Epiſco- 
po decidere negotium, ita liberam fieri cauſam clariſ- 
ſimis judicibus ſecundum noſtras conſtitutiones vel le- 
ges ſtudentibus cum magnanimitate & velociter lites 
decidere, ut non propter hujuſmodi cauſas ſacris amo- 
veantur obſequiis, & cum oporteat deum placari & 
däecentia Sacerdo: ibus agi, auditoriis detineantur & illis 
turbis atq; inhærente tumultu litzgantium animabus. 
 (w) Cod. Theodoſ. Li. 16. Tit. 2. le 23. Impp. 
Valens, Gratianus & Valentinianus, A A A. Artemio, 
Euridico, Appio, Geraſimo & cxteris Epiſcopis. Qui 

| „ | | mos 
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rat the reaſon of theit ordering ſome Fe- | 
cCleſiaſtical Accuſations! to be tried by 


: 


Syhods, was, becauſe they were in the 
eye of the Civil Law ſmall Offences, and 
beneath tlie Notice of the Secular Judges. 
And this fo migtit be, a Reaſon; by 
Juſtiniay//referved' theſe Offences" ko the 
Copnizance of Biſhops: And it is ob- 
ſervable, that he calls them riot Crimes 
but Faults; the word in the Latin is De- 
lictum, ih the orininal Greek, ene: 
words which properly fignify ſmaller 
RTE ET DTC ITT, 
 Lifth, Cinſtantias decreed, that Com-. 
plaints againſt Biſhops ſhould be tried 
only by Biſhops : And this he did for the 
Conveniency of Biſhops and out of Gra- 
titude for the future. Happineſs which Men 
expect by their Miniſtry (x), And this alſo 
. a „ . 


= 


„ N 7 * . * 


— —„ 


mos eſt eauſarum civilium, idem in negotiis Eccleſia- 
ſticis obrinendus eſt, ut fi que ſunt ex quibuſdam dif- 
ſenſionibus levibuſque delictis ad religionis obſervan- 
tiam pertinentia, locis ſuis & a ſuæ Diœceſeos Synodis 
audiantur: exceptis quæ actio criminalis ab ordinariis 
extraordinariſque Judicibus aut Illuſtribus Poteſtatibus 
audientia conſtituit. EEC 10: h Rb 
() Cod, Theodofe Li. 16. Tit. 2. le. 12. Conſtan- 
#is Sevo. Manſuetudinis noſtræ lege prohibemus 
in judiciis Epiſcopos accuſari: ne, dum adfutura ip- 
forum beneficio impunitas æſtimatur, libera fir ad ar- 
Bet - CENT guendos 
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this Novel. 


EE NTT 1 ; Cy; & 'Y Lt | ef obs LS 
The Reaſons then mentioned in this 
Novel and other Civil Laws of Biſhops 


might be a Motive to Juſtinian to make 


alone being appointed to try Eecleſſaſti- 


cal Cauſes, are either Gratitudę, or that 
Clergy men, being excuſed from attending 


the Civil Courts, might the hetter diſ- 
charge their Function, or becauſe they 


beſt underſtood Eccleſiaſtical Marters, or 


becauſe Eccleſiaſtical Cenſures were moſt 

| beneficial to Clergymen guilty. of Mif- 

-behaviours in their Office, and only Bi- 

_ ſhops could inflict ſuch Cenſures. And 

theſe Reaſons do not argue, but that Civil 

_ Judges might have been juſtly appointed 

to try the ſame Cauſes; but rather imply, 

that this was eſteemed a matter of Pru- 

_ dence and Favour. For if Juſtinian and 

the Chriſtian Emperors before him, had 

been of the ſame Opinion with our Ad- 
verſaries; the firſt Reaſon they would have 

given for appointing Biſhops to try Becle- 


ſiaſtical Cauſes would have been, that they 


: x4; 


_ only had Authority to try them: inſtead 
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guendos eos animis furialibus copia. Si quid eſt igi- 


tur querelarum quod quiſpiam defert; apud alios po- 


tiſſimum Epiſcopos convenit exploratri, ut opPportuna 
atque commoda cunctorum quæſtionibus audientia com- 


modetur. Fg 
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whereof they have wholly omitted % 4e 
Reaſon, and been very particular in af- 
ſigning ſeveral others. PR 
That Reaſon indeed ſeems at firſt fight 
to have been aſſigned in one Civil Lan, 
and but in one that I know of; and even 
that one is not. mentioned by any of our 
Ad verſaries whom I have ſeen. It was 
made by Valentinian the Third, and is as 
follows. © We readily and devoutly re- 
* ſtore the Privileges of all the Churches 
% which the Tyrant had envied to our 
« Ape, viz. that whatſoever had been 
_ < enacted by former Emperors, and what- 
c ſoever Privileges any Biſhops had ob- 
© tained with relation to Eccleſiaſtical 
« Matters, ſhall be for ever preſerved on 


X pain of Sacrilege. And whereas the 


ec unfortunate Uſurper bad alſo decreed, 
« that Clergymen, without diſtinction, 
* ſhould be brought before ſecular Judges, 
<« we reſerve them to be tried by Biſhops. 
« For it is irreligious that God's Mini- 
cc ſters ſhould be ſubject to the Will of 
„ Temporal Powers. Dated the 8th of 
* the Ides of July, Theodoſius being the 
« Eleventh time, and Valentinian (the fir 
c time) Conſul ()). Anuſw. 


ä — 1 


(5 Cod. Theodoſ. Li. 16. Tit. 2. de Epiſco- 
pis & Clericis. le. 47. Privilegia Eccleſiarum omni- 


um,; quz ſæculo noſtro Tyrannus inviderat prona de- 
| EE votione 


Non- Conſorming Nonjurors. 3 35 3 


Anſw. This Law does not enact any 
thing new, but declares and confirms 
what had been Law before. And ſince 
the Laws before prove nothing againſt us, 
it is not likely that this ſhould. One 
John had Uſurped the Weſter» Empire, 
and had been taken and put to death juſt 
before the making this Law. And this 

Fer had decreed, that Clergymen ſhould 

be brought before Secular Judges without di- 


Liunction, i. e. without putting any difference 


between them and the Laymen, as the 
Laws had done; or without diſtinguiſh- 
ing whether they were guilty of thoſe 
Crimes, for which Secular Judges could 
puniſh them according to the Civil Laws: 
or whether they were only guilty of ſuch 
Offences with relation to Eccleſiaſtical 
Matters, of which the Civil Laws prohi- 
bited Secular Judges to take any Cogni- 


» 


votione revocamus: ſcilicet ut quicquid a Divis Prin- 
cipibus conſtitutum eſt, vel quæ ſingkli quique Anti- 
ſtites pro cauſis Eccleſiaſticis impetrarant, ſub pœna 
facrilegii, jugi ſolidata æternitate ſetventur. Clericos 
etiam quos indiſcretim ad ſæculares Judices debere deduci 
infauſtus Præſumptor edi xerat, epiſcopali audientiæ re- 
ſervamus. Fas enim non eſt, ut divini muneris mini- 
{tri Temporalium Poteſtatum ſubdantur / arbitrio. Dat. 
Octavo Idus Julii Aquileiæ Conſ. D. Theod. A. XI. 
& Yalentiniano Caf. Conſ. EE 


AZance 
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Zance. And V. debtinjen here annuls this k 


Edict of Joh», and reſerves yo op 
to be tried by Biſhops in thoſe 


which Biſhops before "had the Cognizance. 5 
For which ke gives this Reaſon, That it 
Was irreligioas, that God's Miniſters ſhould 


be ſo, without Diſtinction, ſubjected to 


I have tranſlated irreligions do commonly 


ſignify nothing more, than the Want of 
due Reverence and Reſpect to religious 
Things and Perſons. And therefore in 


this place they might and probably . 
only mean, that to bring Clergyme 
in all Caſes without Diſtinction, be: 


fore Secular Judges, was to ſhew leſs 


_ to God's! liniſters than was de- 


vileges of the Church. And it would 


not have been ſtrange, if upon ſuch an 
Occaſion a Legiſlator had run into the 


contrary Extreme. Beſide, Valentinian 


was then under the Tutelage of his Mo- 


ther Placidia, being an Infant, and but 
juſt Six Years old. For he was Conſul 


the 


Civil Officers. Now the Words which 


W owever, it is not very. müsst how 
| theſe Words be interpreted. For this 
Law was made while the State was in a 
Ferment, and juſt upon the ſubduing an 
Uſurper wþo had invaded the juſt Pri- 
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che firſt time in the Year 425, and he 


to be examined Eccleſiaſticall). 


was horn in Faly 419. (. Bed! 
Thus I have ſhewn, that neither this 
Novel nor the other Civil Laws, imply, 
that the Secular Power wanted Authority 
to try Clergymen accuſed of Misbeha- 


EZ viours in their Office. On the contrary, 
this very Novel plainly proves, that Juſt:- 
nian thought he had Authority to try ſuch 


Cauſes, For in the Cloſe of it he orders, 


E That if any of theſe Cauſes which he 


« directs for the future to be tried by 
4 Biſhops, were at the time of his ma- 
& king this Law depending in Civil 


Courts, they ſhould be carried on in 


the manner in which they had been be- 


e gun, and only directs, that they ſhould. 


& he ſpeedily finiſhed ().“ Now if he 
had thought it abſolutely unlawful for 
his Civil Judges to try ſuch Cauſes, he 
would have undoubtedly prohibited them 
to have proceeded any farther in thoſe. 


_ Cauſes, inſtead of commanding them to 
g0 on as they had begun. 


Perhaps Mr. Collier will inſiſt, that Ju- 5 


ſtinian here ſays, that ſach things Ou aur 


„ * 


2 


(z) vid. Chronica Profperi & Marcellini Comitis. 


(la) Si vero quædam prius conteſtatz ſunt (reswrię- 


Tbnens) lites, bee maneant in ipſo Schemate, velocem ac- 


cipientes . | 
Vor. . * ; Anſw. 


338 ATREATISE againſt the 
Anſw. The Word is , in the original 
Greek, oportet in the Latin Verſion, which 
is ſo antient and of ſo great Authority, 
that ſome think that to be the reaſon, why 


it is called the Authentic (by. Now both 
thoſe words often ſignify no more, than 


1 tdttuhat a thing is fitting or expedient. And 
1 i the Greek word in particular is rendered 
* . meet, Lake xv. 32. It was meet, id that we 
| ſhould make merry and be glad. So in the 


Preface to this very Novel, Juſtinian di- 
rects his Civil Judges to determine the 
Civil Cauſes of Clergymen with all 


1 ſpeed, (c) © becauſe Clergymen ought to 
. C abſtain from Courts of Juſtice, and the 
FF * Tumults which attend them.” Which 
.' WE only imphes that it was, highly expeazent 


dor Clergymen to do fo, but not that it 
4] was abſolutely unlawful in them to do the 
| | contrary. In the ſame place Faſtinian uſes 
41 - a parallel Expreſſion, vic. That it was 
| - « manifeſt that Miniſters who were 
<« guilty of Crimes which deſerved Puniſh- 
«© ment, were to be degraded by their 
* Biſhop, and ſo put under the Power of 
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4 (6) V. Primam Notam Dionyſ. Gothofredi in Na- 
| vellas, and Dr. Howel's General Hiſtory, Part 3. 
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& the Civil Laws (4). But we muſt 
not from hence collect, that Fuſtinian was 
ſo abſurd to think, that it was abſolutely 
unlawful for the Civil Magiſtrate to puniſh 
Clergymen for Crimes in Civil Matters, 
before they were degraded. 

In ſhort then, the moſt that can with 
any colour be collected from this Paſſage 
is. that Fuſtinian was of Opinion, that the 
Civil Magiſtrate had not Authority to ex- 
communicate. And our King Henry VIII. 
was of the ſame Opinion alſo (e), as 
great an Aſſerter as he was of his own 
Supremacy in Eccleſiaſtical Matters. And 
the producing this Paſſage has given me 

Occaſion to ſhew, Firſt, That Fuſtinian 
commanded Synods and Biſhops to try 
Clergymen accuſed of Misbehaviours in 
their Office, according to the Civil Laws 
as well as the Canons. Secondly, That he 
does in this very Novel command, that 
if any ſuch Cauſes were at the time of 
his making this Law commenced in his 
Civil Courts, they ſhould be carried on 
and finiſhed in the ſame: by both which 


— 


3 1 


(4) Illud palam eſt, fi reum eſſe putaverit eum, qui 
convenitur, Provinciæ Præſes, & pœna judicaverit dig- 
num; prius hunc ſpoliari a Deo amabili Epiſcopo 
ſacerdotali dignitate, & ira ſub legem fieri manu. 

(e) Vid. Supra, p. 138, 139. 


V 4% commands 


* * * 
"SIE. TY * % 
« 


| \ 
* 


commands he manifeſtly aſſerted his owtt 
Authority to judge ſuch Cauſes. Thirdly, 
That the Civil Law in general does not 
imply, that the Appoiating Biſhops to 


try Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes was a Matter of 
ſtrict Right, but of Prudence and Fa- 


vour. 25 


And indeed our Adverſaries could not 


well have produced any Evidence leſs fa- 
vourable to themſelves than Juſtinian, be- 
cauſe his Actions as well as what I have 


| quoted out of his Lams, prove him to : 
| have been of a contrary Opinion. For 


inſtance, his famous General Beliſarius, 
without any Synod, depoſed Silverius 
Biſhop of Rome, and ſent him into Baniſh» 
ment, on pretence of his having corre- 


ſponded with the Goths ; and cauſed Pi 
gilias to be ordained Biſhop in his ſtead, 


who was immediately, and has all along 
been owned as a true Biſhop of Rome. 


The Biſhop of Patara, in Ly5cia, whither 


Silverius was baniſhed, interceded with 
Juſtinian in his behalf: who thereupon 


commanded, that S/verias ſhonld re- 
turn to Rome, and there be tried as to 


* that Correſpondence ; and that if it 


.* ſhould be proved upon him, he ſhould. 


< live in Baniſhment in any City which 


* ſhould be thought proper, but that if 
{© he were acquitted, he ſhould be reſto- 


« red 
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| | red to his See (). And Silverius was 
brought back to 'Traly, but before he 
reached Rome, Yigilius found means to 
| have him made away. From this Hi- 
EZ. | Rory we learn, that tho 7aſtinian was a 
TY great Favourer of the Clergy, and made 
fſeveral Laws to confirm and enlarge their 
_ Privileges ; yet he was fo far from judg- 
ing, that Beliſarius had in this inftance 
exerciſed a juriſdiction which did not he- 
long to him, that he confirmed his Sen- 
tence if the Accuſation on which it was 
rounded ſhould' appear true, and only 
. the Sentence ſhould be null, 
in caſe the Accuſation ſhould prove falſe ; 
which he would undoubtedly. have done, 
if Beliſarius had upon a falſe Accuſation, 
ſentenced Silverius to be put to death, of 
to any other Puniſhment purely Civil. 
V. Nothing can be more full than 
* the Emperor Ba/ilius's Declaration at 
the 8th General Council of Conſtanti. 
* nople, © I pronounce it, ſays this Prince, 
| * utterly unlawful for any Lay Perſon 
5 whatever to debate an) Eccleſiaſtical 
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(f) Imperator revocari Romam Silverium juſſit, & 
de literis Illis judicium fieri; ut fi probaretur ab ipſo 
fuiſſe ſcriptas, in quacunque civitate Epiſcopus de- — hag 
geret: ſi autem falſæ fuiſſent probatæ, reſtitueretur 
edi ſux, Liberati Diaconi hrev. cap. 1 5 


23 5 £6 Argys | 


Argument, or to oppoſe any Oecume- 
** nical Synod. For the Diſcuſſing Points 


6; 
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Learning and Diſcretion, is ſtill but a 
* Sheep and no Shepherd. But a Biſhop, 
* tho” he fails remarkably in Regularity, 
is notwithſtanding a Spiritual Paſtor, as 


Cc 


* him; and it does by no means become 


* the Sheep to riſe upon the Shepherd, 


From hence ?tis evident, the Emperor 
© bars himſelf no leſs than his Lay Sub- 


© jeCts ſrom being Judges in Eccleſiaſtical 


„ / LE te, 
Anſæ. Theſe words ſeem only to aſſert, 
that Laymen have no Authority to 4iſcaſs 


Points of Religion, and if ſo, how full 


ſoever they may be to that Point, they are 
nothing to our preſent purpoſe, But I 


will readily grant, what Mr. Collier might 
have eaſily proved, that Baſilius at that 
time was, or at leaſt pretended to be, of 


the ſame Opinion with our Adverſaries : 


And that the 8th General Council, as it 
is called, was alſo of their Opinion, and 


does in ſeveral Paſſages declare as fully 


in favour of them as they could wiſh, 
And farther, ſince Mr. Collier has given 


of Religion belongs to Biſhops and Spi- 
ritual Guides. For a Layman tho ne- 
ver ſo well qualified in point of Virtue, 


long as his Character continues upon 


— 
p = 


large Characters of ſeveral others whom - 


he 


 pthicy $710%0200)) r94 rn 2 860 a«ury 3 Adde 75 
: on, Chronog p · 179. | 97 5 


 Nm-Cmforming Nonjurors. 343 


he has introduced as Evidences for his 


Cauſe, but has given us no account of this 


Emperor or Council, 2 will do it for 


him. ELLE he 


Baſilius was born of very poor Paredis, 


| but getting to be Groom to a Relation of 


the Emperor Michael, the Emperor took 
a fancy to him and made him his own 
Groom : and from thence he advanced 
him by Degrees from one Station to a 
higher, till at length he made him Czar, 
and declared him his Succeſſor in the 
Empire. Notwithſtanding all this, Hb. 


lius murdered Michael, and took Poſſeſ- 


ſion of his Empire (0. And ſhortly af- 


ter going to Church to receive the Eu- 
chariſt, Photius, Patriarch of Conſtantino. 


ple, refuſed to give it him, calling him * 


Thief, and a Alurderer, and unwirthy to 


communicate. For which reaſon © 8 K. | 
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(b) JV. Zonarg Annales, To. 1 p. 131. &c. Bir. 
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344 41 nRAT ISE nad the 
lius called this Council to depoſe Phog 


(t) 346 lius immediately depoſed Photins, 
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tius and reſtore Ignatius, Who had for- 
merly been depoſed: or as ſome ſay 


and called this Council to confirm what 
he had done. And it is poſſible, that 
Baſillus might not only be incenſed at PH. 

tius for calling him à Murderer, but might 
alſo owe him an old Grudge; becauſe when 
he was advanced to the Aligh. Dignity of 


Patricius, and Prefect of 'C 8 ; 


Photias wrote to him in theſe free Terms, 
(1) © Virtue and Truth are ſunk, and 
* Wickedneſs and Lying prevail. And 


*<. whence. proceeds this Iliad of Evils? 


* Becauſe, as they ſay, you govern, and 


e thoſe who are much more worthy to 


te govern than you, are forced to draw 
your heavy Yoke. _ 
The Pretence on which Bafilims and. 


RY 


this Council depoſed Photivs was this. 


Michael had depoſed Ignatius by his own 


Authority, and put Phor:ws in his room: 
and ward Nicolas had required that hep? 
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(k) Nicetas Paphlago in Vita 1870 apud bun, 5 


To. 7. p. 893. 
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ſo far from regardi 
* ſummoned, a General Council, which in 
return depoſ 
XZ N:olas for ſome Crimes which were abs 
ledged againſt him (. Now 


the Emperor to depoſe a Patriarch, 2 
had a mind to juſtify che Depoſition of 


| Photins. 


under Adrian II. Socceſſor of Niralas in 
the Popedam, toward che latter end of 
the Nath Century, in the Drigs of Timg, 


'Y mould | becefiored; cok becauſe he was 
EX por obeyed, he had, at the Head of 2 
= Synqd, depoſed Photius, and encommuni- 
* cated him and Michael. But they were 


Nicolas, that they 


ed and ercommunicatęd 


— to depoſe Photias and reit 
Ignatius, in obedience to the Decrees 


Nicolas, and becauſe Ignatius had had . 
invalidly depoſed. So that in ſhort, 


filius was forced to deny the Author 


ht of 


As to this Council, it was ſummoned 


ears of Superſtition, Idolatry, Dotage 


iforder-: for ſo ane of our A. 
&) calls * Sevemh and n en 3 
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turies. In one of their Canons (o) they 
dectee the Worſhip of the Images of 
Chriſt and Saints and Angels, and pray, 
Chriſt bere, may. not ſee the Original in Hea- = 
ven. And Baſilius ſigned all the Canons 
ef this Council, and conſequently this a- 
mong the reſt: And he alſo concluded 


his Speech from which this paſſage is 
quoted, with a Prayer to obtain eternal 


Happineſi through the, Iuterceſſion of the 
Higin Mary, and of all Saints ().. 
This Council alſo decrees in another 
Canon 69); not only), That no Tempo- 
„ii td et r og - or e . 
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1 The Speech, as we have it at large from Anaſta- 
Pas Bibliothecarins, thus concludes: Oramus autem 
omnes æterna bona conſecuturos orationibus & Inter- 
ceſſionibus Sanctiſſimæ Dominæ noſtræ Dei 'Genirricis 
& omnium Sanftorum. V. apud Binium, To. 6. f. 
851. ED | | | 
"(g) Viz. Canon the 13th in the Greek but the 21/2 
in Anaſtaſius's Edition of this Council, Binius, p. 837. 


* 


Deſinimus neminem prorſus mundi Potentium, quem- 


quam eorum qui Patriarchalibus Sedibus præſunt, inhono- 
rare, aut movere a proprio throno tentare; ſed nec a- 
lium quemcunq; conſeriptiones contra ſanctiſſimum Pa. 
pam ſenioris Romæ ac verba complicare & componere, 


ſub occaſione quaſi diffamatorum quorundam ctimi- 


num; quod nuper Photius fecit. Potro fi ſy nodus Uni- 
= | e verſalis 
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66 ral Prince ſhould attempt to depoſe any 
« Patriarch ; but alſo, that 00,0ne.what-; 
“ ſoever ſhould heap up Subſeriptions and 
« Accuſations againſt the Pope of Rome, 
on pretence of Crimes, of Which he is 
reported to be guilty, as, Pbotias 1 — 
« done: nay, even that an Oecumenical | 
« Council ought, if there were any Con 
„ troverſy concerning the Church 
Rome, to enquire about the matter, and 
* receive the Anſwer. with Veneration 
12 and Reverence, and not boldly give 
“Sentence againſt the Roman Pontif 
Here we ſee the two Ends this Coun- 
cil was to ſet ve, They were to palliate 
14 5 s revenging himſelf on Photias, by 
erting the Invalidity of Lay-Depriva- 
tion; and in conſideration of this, 84%. 
lius was to join with them in ſetting up 
the Papal Supremacy, and ſacrificing the 
Liberties of ye, Wa ene to tes of 


Rome. e 1; U 150 
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verſalis fuerit cotldreſſaks & _— ett etiam de ſata 
Romanorum Eccleſia quævis ambiguitas & controvetſia 
oportet venerabiliter & cum conycuienti Revereutia 
propoſita quæſtione ſcifcirari & ſolutionem accipert, 
non tamen audacter ſententiam dicere contra duns 
ſenior is Rome” Fein. ie pid hooves! 
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"And now 1 would ask Mr. 

i eatne ro eite and lay ſo much kress 
an Authority, Which is (to repeat 
rhe Expreſſions of our Adverſaries) dra un 
Til Dregs of Time, from Tears of Su. 


per flithon, Dotage and Iaolatry? How he 
could produce as an Evidence for his 


Cauſe, the Speech of one who at the ſame. 
time declared himſelf in favour of the 


idolatrous Worſhip of Images, and of the 


Supremagy of the Pope of Rome, and e- 
ally of one who had baſely murder» 
ed his Sovereign and great Benefactor, 

and who ſpoke this very Speech to colour 
over his revenging himſelf on a Biſhop 
who 57 worthily rebuked him for that 
Murder? It is forely a great Sign, that 
a Man is ſtraitned to find Teſtimonies, 


| ook he urges ſuch wretched ones as 
| 15. 7 


But if ndtwithſtanding what has been 
ſaid, our Adverſaries will have a regard 
for this Emperor's Opinion, I add, that 
when Ba had obtained his own Ends, 
even before the Departure of the Roman 
degates, the Acts of this Synod were 
'd and taken from cz by his 
Procurement : and had not been pre- 
er ved but by means of a Copy which 
Anaſtaſius Bibliothecarius had the — 


e obtain b oanveyd to Rom G5 - 
r = 


A 


 Nom-Cnforming Nonjutois. 345 
(). This Anaſtafins. was the Raman Lis 
brarian, but not one of the Legates; and 
happening to be then at Conſtantinople up- 
another Affair, he was preſent at this 
Council, and upon his return publiſhed a 
Hiſtory of it and a Tranſlation of its 
Acts, which I have chiefly followed. 
Afterward, when Baſilius's Reſentment 
againſt Photins was ſpent, he ſubjected 
himſelf to a Penance which Princes will 
not often ſubmit to; I mean, that he re- 
canted this Speech, and declared in favour 
of the contrary Doctrine. For when g- 
natius died, he reſtored Photius, and Two 
Years after ſummoned a General Council, 
which decreed, © That the Synods which 
had been held againſt the moſt holy 
Photius, ſhould: be entirely condemned 
and rejected, and not be reckoned a- 
* mong the Holy Synods, nor be called 
„ by the Name of a Synod: And Baſs 
% lias ſubſcribed with his oëẽn Hand to 
all the Decrees of this Council, and par- 
ce ticularly to the Eſtabliſhment and Con- 
e firmation of Photius the moſt Holy Pa. 

<« triarch, and to the Rejection of AL 1, 
* Things which had been written or ſpoken 
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* (r) V. Anaſtaſium Bibliothecarium 72 AGianem pri- 
man. apud Binium, 1. 6. 7. 719 „ of FE. 3% 


1 ggainſt | 


— 
n 
n ne 


— — — = * * 
a wy = — 
rr 


— PI : 


x4 — 2 2 = N > 
mt” oe Des i EP" — 


— — 
rr 


P 
OE eee 91 49 


— ͤE—— 
reer 


„ 2 now rt - 3 wont * 


| 46 


5 En * = PAWS ae 
g 7 . 


8 _ 
* N. 
TOM pe 
© 


And they faid, that they ſubſcribed 
thus in perſuance of the Commoni- 


- 5 Acts and Canons of this laſt Council 


xy” Nee —— ———— een lara eg err Rory nog 92 Pe ons, 


n 8 ade 


8 tot 1 er 2 


„ akon 
K ͥͥ·:m F e (Yew 


Ha, 15 melo. Ibid. p. 285, 287, 303. Bai hel- mr 


3 Se 2 e vederegrrige Ty er aurs (Pore) cut oe 
| coder ev Ty Try K @r52v Tv SF0ALTHY #yig ci, D 
1 x94 au Te! near bing 1 eurs cy mls KA940979% S 


”— 


inſt kd et Ses c Legates of 
5 * John who had ſucceeded Adrian, 
s {ſubſcribed in this Council to the Re- 

te jection and Anathemarization of the 
« Antiphotian (pretended ) Oecumenical 
« Council, and of all the Proceedings a- 
« oainſt Photias in the Time of Adrian: 


350 


& tory or Inſtructions which Wy had re- 
60 © ceived from John | | 
The Papiſts indeed being ſend ble chat 


are very hurtful to the Cauſe of the Su- 
mn and FOR" of che Rowan 
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= Sce, do now aſſert them 7 7 7 only, a 
Fiction of Photius. But the Gree Chen 
has all along received them. And it can- 
not be ſuppoſed, that a Man of Photias's 
Underſtanding, ſhould attempt to palm 
ſuch an Impoſture upon the Greek Church 
where Hundreds of Biſhops might convid 
him of it. And if be had made ſuch a wil 
Attempt, it cannot well, be conceived, 
that he could have ſucce :ded., It 18 much 
| eaſier to ſuppoſe, that the Papilts at Rome, 
wherefew or none know cpa” the mat- 
ter to contradict them, might falſly aſſert 
theſe Acts to be fictitious: and, they own 
ſo much, that Pope Fob», in whoſe Papa- 
cy this Council was held, acknowledged 


- 


1 


Photius, but deny that he condemned the 5 


former Proceedings againſt P hotius. Yer. 
Biſhop Spline, then, a great Eheqy of 
 Photias, lays, © That Jon's Legates who 


|  & were, preſent at this Council, told the 


£ Clergy and  Biſhops,,,and the reſt, of 
the People, that they were ſent ee 
to anathematize Ignatius and acknow- 
«> "IS | %. ;\FE „ 
ledge Photias, dud thas on that account 
e MosrT of the Greek Biſbops were, as he 
© calls it, deceived. (1) . Ir is true, S- 
1 | Ee 
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liames implies, that this was a Falſhood of 
the Legares. But he intimates, that moſt of 
the Greet Biſhops believed theſe Legates, 
tho? he did not: and he brings no proof of 
their Falſhood; and it was probably his 
Prejudice againſt Photius and nothing elſe, 
which made him ſuſpe&t their Truth. 
And the very Papiſts themſelves confeſs, 
that Stylianas was miſtaken in accuſing 
the Legates of Falſhood, for ſaying, that 
John acknowledged Photius, However, 
whether the Legates ſpoke true or falſe, 
this proves, that they ſpoke ſo; and con- 
ſequently that the Acts of this Council to 
which we refer, are the genuine ones. 
And this Paſſage of Stylianus does alſo 
on this Account confirm theſe Acts to be 
genuine, becauſe it ſeems plainly to im- 
ply, that Moſt of the Greek Biſhops con- 
curred with the Raman Legates in diſap- 
proving the Depoſition of Photius. Ni. 
cetas Paphlago, another great Enemy of 

© Phortias, ſays expreſly of him, That after 
« he was reſtored to the Patriarchate, by 

„ compelling ALL to deny their Teſti- 
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IJ tots: Sag Weis 1 Hands, aud * a 
© pelling) A L L to act contrary. to their 
* Eben ptions, he corrupted and * 
the Coaſeientes of ALL (40%. 
7 cheſe Paſſages of Shlianus and ern 
are as full Teſtimonies as one could ex. 
pect from Adverſaries, that the Acts of 
this Council are Genuine, and that the 
| Generality of the Greet Church did, aſter 
| Photias's Reſtitution, .condernn his former 
j Depot comm. 
| Now of Biffliuss wy Opinions the lift 
| muſt undoubtedly be of greater weight, 
not only becauſe Te had had more time 
to inform himſelf; but chiefly becauſe he 
Was biaſſed by a ſiniſter Conſideration, 
hen he delivered his former Opinion; 
and does not appear to have been under 
| any ſuch Iafluence, when he ſubſcribed 
the latter: unleſs we ſhould be ſo credu- 
lous to admit of the account given by 
B cos, Shlianus, viz, that the change of 
Baſiliuss Sentiments with relation to 
8 Photius, was occalioned by Photiuss pro- 
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And of theſe, two Councils alſo, the 
left: muſt be of the greater Authority. 
For 380 Biſhops, were preſent and ſub- 
_ ſcribed the Acts of it (c). In the former 
_ pretended General Council no one was 
ſuſſered to be preſent who... had, not 
4 in effect N previouſly 15 declared. Aga inſt 
Lay Deprivation, It was aſſembling 
Io Years (). Yet in the t Action 
or Seſſion, when only thoſe Biſhops were 
admitted who had adhered to Ignatius, 
there were but Twelve Biſhops, beſides 
the Patriarchs (z). In the ſecond Action 
they admitted thoſe alſo who had acknow- 
ledged Photius, provided they would ſign 
2 Submiſſion, and had not been conſe- 
crated by Photius. But for all that there 
were got Forty Biſhops beſides the Pa- 
triarchs, for the Eight firſt. Actions; the 
(b) Nie dh, e, drambei; i , 
Taps F yr. Zarbongms e d * Seal 
„ faced wagufeis mwoinzs Pier aord Y Atelier 
ano. Epiſt. Styliani a Stephanum. abi ſupre.' 

- (x) V. Bevereg, Pandect. To. 2. Par. 2. pag. 300. 
(9) In Ofave Synodi Actione 6. apud Binium, 
To. 6. p. 745. The Legates of the Eaſtern Patriarchates 
ſay the following Words. Nobis autem pervenientibus 
& degentibus bie (Conſtantinopoli) per duos circiter 
annos, anticipantibus Vicariof ſenioris Rome, &c. 
(2) V. apud Binium, To.6, p. 713. Adde Nicet. 
Paphlag. Vit. Ignatii 2p Binium, To, 7. Par. 1. 


curing magical Philtres to be, given him 
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fmalleſt Number ſurely, that ever arro- 
gated to themſelves the Title of a General 
Coubeit In the:ſeventh Action they finally 
# depoſed and ahathematized Phorias, and 
anathetnatized His Adherents in general. 
The eighth Action was held 4 few Days 
after, and then the number of Biſhops was 
much the ſame as it had been the ſeventh. 
| The minth Adtion was held above three 
Months after the eighth, and then the aum - 
ber of the Biſhops was ſomewhat increa- 
| ſed. All which is a plain Argument that 
the Biſhops were very unwilling to come 
to this Council, and that nothing brought 
them at laſt, but the fear of being depo- 
ſed by it for adhering to Photius: a 
Sentence they knew Baflius would ſee. 
executed. After all in the 1% Action, 
When the Decrees of this Council were 
| ſigned, there were preſent but about 110 
{ Biſhops in all, reckoning in the Patriarchs : 
| ſo ſmall a Number for an Oecumenical 
Council, that Anaſtsfias Bibliot hocarius 
makes a long Excuſe for it, and compares 
them to Chriſt's little Flock (a ). 


| (4) Octavæ Synodi Actio to. apud Binium, I. 6. 
P. 853. Non te ſcandalizet ſubſcribentium paucitas, 
quia dum Photius diu tyrannidem exercuiſſet, 
tit ſoli ex priorum Patriarcharum conſecratione ſunt 

| INVENIL ——. Licet hæc paucitas gregi illi pro ſua 
| juſtiria comparetur, cum Dominus dicit, © No/ite 
timere puſillus grex, &Cc.' 5 | : 
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VI.“ Upon the whole, a8 learned Be- 
“ dverege obſerves, the Chtiſtian Emperors 
« left all Church Matters of What kind 


n 


4 ſvever, to Eccleſiaſtical: Jace, 
Anſiv. I ſee that Mr. Collier, how much 


ſoever he undervalues Authorities from 
the ſeventeenth Century When they are a- 
gainſt him, can yet make uſe of them 
when he imagines they will ſerve his 
turn, What Biſhop Beverege obſerves is 
in a Note upon the Canons of the Coun- 
eil of Chalcedon (b). And Men in Notes 
commonly write their firſt and crude 
Thoughts, and not with that Accuracy 
and Conſideration, as when they examine 
2 Point in a Treatiſe on purpoſe. I have 
already obſerved, that the Chriſtian Empe- | 
rors did often leave Eccleſiaſtical Matters 


to Eccleſiaſtical Judges. So military Mat- 


ters are uſually determined by militar7 
Men. But I have ſhewn, that Emperors 
did not always fo reſign Eccleſiaſtical Mat: 
ters to Biſhops, as to exclude | themſelves. 
And this T have, as I think, fully proved 


| * from the Proceedings of. this very Coun- 


cil of Chalcedon. And it is obſervable, 
that the only Argument from Reaſon pro- 
duced by Biſhop Beverege is, “ That 


— * 3 q 2 
1 ma—_ 


CE I * * _ 


* 3 : . 44 3 
' > . Ex Y 1 13 F F 8 72 £4 y + 1 « 4 — * - 
£ . 
„ — . 4 0 & ; 
— ag. 40. , _ 4 : ** A S « 
* 8 : 2 F 4 0 O * 1 l 8 8 
5 af x « th 
5 


e . 


1 6775 ah Nunc: br Fr 7 


0 Ale SS threatned to thoſe 
* who'tranſgrels in Eccleſiaſtical, Matters, 
« are ſuch as can only be inflicted by Ec- 
« cleſi aſtical Judges (wherely be means Pe. 
«nance and Excommunication) and there- 
& fore Reaſon requires, that they ſhould 
be determined by them” (). Now ſup- 
poling this to be true, we. cannot. from 
nce collect, but that Civil, Governours 
have Authority to determine ſuch Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Cauſes. as are not criminal 
ones; and that they have alſo Au- 
thority, When they ſee ſit, to threaten 
ſuch Puniſhments to Clergymen guilty 
of Misbehaviours in their Office, as it is 
ia their Power to inflict. And that Bi- 
ſhop Beverege did actually judge, that the 
Civil Powers had ſuch; Authority, ap- 
peared plaigly from his PYACUEE. vi 
VII. Emperors never made any Laws 
« for Eccleſiaſtical | Regulations, either 
40 with reſpect to Things or Perſons, till 
<6 the Matter of thoſe Civil Provifions 
had been * GIF in ſome Beh 5 


* « pal Synod... 7 ON Ob Mos Leer 0 ; oY” 1 


„ 


To Thid. US enim Peribu | in Wis Capitatis e com- 
memoratæ ſint Ecclefiaſticæk, & pœnæ etiam eorum 
tranſgreſſoribus intentatæ tales ſint, quæ ab Eccleſiafti- 


cis ſolis Judicibus infligi poſſunt, ipſa ratio poſtulat, 5 


ut ab fildem etiam decernerentut. Civiles enim Ma- 
| giſtratus hujuſmodi pœnas fruſtra intent atent, cum caſ-⸗ 
dem exigere, non ſit in ipſorum Poteſtate ſitum. | 
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Anſv. Mr. Collier offers 85 proof of 5 
except that he refers us to Biſhop Bevereg 


and the Biſhop offers no Proof Wenne 


But ſuppoſing that they had proved it, 


T anſwer, that in this Reſpe@ Emperors 
_ acted very Wiſely ; brauſe Synods beſt 
underſt Eccleſiaſtical 1 - . and 


therefore might reaſonably be ſuppoſed to 


bave made the moſt uſeful Regulations 


concerning them. Vet this does not in 
the leaſt make out, but that Emperors 
might bave enacted different Regulations, | 
if they had thought them às uſeful. 
any of our Eccleſiaſtical Laws were 
firſt agreed upon in Convocation and 
after ward enaQted in Parliament : and 
our Private Acts of Parli ament, and many 
Im ſted and drawn 

up privately by. Lawyer? and referred to 
the Judges. And I have before obſeryed, 


that the antient Romans inſerted Collec- 


tions of the Laws of other Countries into 


their Civil Law. And the Laws of | 


Rhodes relating to Navigation, were ſo 
approved by all trading Nations, that 


they became almoſt univerſal. * But theſe 


Inſtances only ſhew the Excellency of the 


Matter of thoſe Conſtitutions, but do not 
prove any Authority in thoſe who firſt 


"drew them up, over thoſe who re-eſta- 
$ bliſhed them. 
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"Thos Aue gone through Mr. Colliers 
12 but cannot diſmiſs them with- 
out obſerving, that after he had urged 
theſe Arguments in behalf of the Puritans, 
it was reaſonable he ſhould” have produ- 
_ ced ſome in Defence of the Church of Eng- 
land: becauſe when he introduces theſe 
Teſtimonies, he "deſires the Reader would 
tale him for 4 Reporter. And 4 Reporter is 
one Who relates the Arguments and Te- 
ſtimonies on both ſides of the Queſtion. 
But Mr. Collier, without bringing one Ar- 
gument for us, or ſo much as making a 
Shew of it, proceeds to adjudge the Ad- 
vantage to the Paritans. Thus far ( ſays 


„ he) . Puritans ſeem well fort iſed againſt 
Bancrofts Atrack, © Whether he has been 


ſo ſuccesful an Adyocate for the Puritans : 
as he- imagines, is not for me tp deter- 
mine; nor for him neither. For there is 
no reaſon to expect he ſhould prove 4 juſt 
Judge, who has manifenty” been fo partial | 
a pipe e ee 


Dr. Hody's ſecond Challenge was, To o pro- 


* duce any one ſingle lnſtance from the time . | 


- # of Aaron the firſt High Prieſt of the Jews 
e to this very Day, of a High Prieſt diſ- 

| „ owned by the Jens or a Biſhop diſown- 

« ed by the generality of the Catholick 

“ Church, for this reaſon, becauſe put int a 


« the Place of another” depoſed by the Civil 
| Az a 4 - , " Aus ha. 


— 


1 1 7 
2% 
A * 4 
. ** 
W 
£1 4 
1 
1 
_ - 
., 
1 
* 2 
* 
«4 oy, 
. 
j 
42 


1 
i 
D 

* 
3 
4 

1 * 
20 

7 

* 

* 

* 

8 
1 
* 
4 

% 
249 


rr 
. 


f Ig oC Wor RA 
7 


"OE Ie — 71 — 
1 5 
— Tas. > 


— n 
— . _ 


— 9 — 


ae ep the 0 
« * b Aud \ this hi Challngs ö 


The 17 % e, in point we e 
Which our Adverſaries bring in Anſwer 


to this Challenge, is from Scripture. Thoſe 
„Men, /ays Dr. Brett (), who had got 
* poſſeſſion of St. Pauls Chair at Corinth 
* were otherwiſe Orthodox enough, for 

©* he charges them with no falſe Doctrine. 


* They had alſo the Civil Power on their 
* ſide, and tho it does not appear that 


© the Magiſtrate directly authorized them 
to exerciſe the Office of Spiritual Guides 


te at Corinth, yet they connived at them, 
f and tolerated them, which they would 


not do by St. Paul, or any of the Apo- 


« ſtles. 50 that the Corinth ant could not 


« 5 to St. Paul, but they muſt ſuf- 


« fer Per ſecution for it: But to thoſe 
« Guides that were ſet up in oppolition to 
St, Paul, they might adhere without 


e“ any ſuch Danger. This that Apoſtle 
5 obler ves, aha 0 Now - are . 


— 
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( 79 Dre Hody's Caf of. Seer, G4, in "the Prefacts 
and 

100 772 RefleRions- on Remarks: on the Occafs onal 

Per, Num, 8. &c. printed in 1698. 1 1 

E 2p Independency of the Churgh, p. — 65 

is)! 1 Cor: * 85 45 a 


& yow 


1 2 ſri Naku 36 i 
1 Jt ore rith, yt have reigned as Kings 
. without ut. For I think-that God 1 
« Jet forth us the Apoſtles. laſt as it were 
e "Men. abpoiated anto Death. Me are Fools 
«, i for Chriſt's ſake, bat ye are Wiſe in Chriſt ; 
ewe are weak, bur ye are ſerung; je ate 
l 4 ': honoarable, bat we are deſpiſed even unto 
this preſent Hour, 1 * perſecured 
« me ſuffer it. Fam hows we may con» 
<. clude, that the Civil Magiſtrate's for- 
40 bidding St. Paul to execute his Office, 
and permitting other orthodox Perſons 
6e to ſupply his Place in apriitiihs to him, 
could not authorize the People to join 
with thoſe Intrugers; ſinee it is the 
„ main End of his Epiſtles to the Corine 
60 thians, to convince them that they were 
ein the wrong in ſo doing.“ I 
- -Azſw.:Suppoling the Civil Magiſtrate 
at Corinth had perſecuted, and as far as he 
could, depoſed St. Paul, I have obſerved, 
that the Prince who perſecutes t e Church; 
renounces the, Exerciſe of Fecleſiaſtical 
Authority, and conſequently, cannot va- 
ay; deprie.ic”c- 7 
But that Magiſtrate did not perſecute 
nor attempt to depoſe St. Paul; and it 
does not appear, that thoſe Intruders were 
Orthodox, or were Favoured by the Civil 
Power, and it is more probable, that they 
wer neither. And therefore there is 0 15 
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need to trouble the Reader with an Ex- 
poſition of this paſſage of Scripture; \fince 
whatever the meaning of it he, it cannot 
ſerve the Purpoſe of our Adverfaries. 
St. Faul ſeems often ( to inſinuate, 
that theſe Intruders pretended to Wiſdom 
and to the Nnomledge of all Myſteries : and 
it is probable, that they were thoſe who 
taught it to be /awful to eat in an Taols 
Femple things ſacrificed to Idols, becauſe an 
Idol was nothing (i): and that on this Ac- 
count they thought the Apoſtles Fools, 
for ſuffering Perſecution, and themſelves 
ſo wiſe in'Chriſt, as to have found out an 
Expedient to eſcape it, whenever it ſhould 
come to Corinth, as it had actually befal- 
len other Churches. But St. Paul ſays 
poſitively, There hath no Temptation taken 
you (Corinthians), but” ſuch as is common 
to Man (). Which as it confirms Dr. 
Brett's Obſervation, that the Corinthians 
were not perſecuted at that time; ſo it 
proves that they had not been before, and 
conſequently that they had not been per- 
ſecuted for adhering to St. Paal. From 
wWhence it is highly probable, that the Civil 
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I (8) x Cor. i. 20, i, 1. wü. 1 ., Li, , 
( 1 Cor. viii. 45 18. | „„ 
i (#) 1 Cor. x. 11. 


Magi- 


| def ee, at © Corinth 1 not ade 85 2 
Paul to execute his Office... | And St. Lale in 
the xviith of the As, giving an Account 
of St. Pauls ſtay at Corinth ky abouc.two 
Years, - mentions nothing of the Civil 
Powers oppoſing him; but on the con- 
trary, that when he had continued there 
a Year and half, the Jews made an Inſur- 
rection againſt. him, aud brought him to the 
: udg ment-Seat ; and. that pa Dc Gallio, 
1 "Deputy 6 Achaia, ſaid, 1 will be no 
Judge of | ſuch Matters, and drove them from 

the, Judgment · Seat. From whence it is 
certain, that the Civil Magiſtrate at. Co- 
rinth had not, during that time, forbidden 
St. Paul to preach there: and it is not 
- credible that he ſhould forbid St. Paul af- 
ter St. Paul Was departed from thence. 
As to the Intruders, if they taught the 
W 75 eating in an 1dols Temple 
things offered to Idols, and if they built ap- 
on K. Paul's Foundation, Mood, Hay, Stub. 
ble, as they ſeem to have done O;: they 
1 Were not orthodox enough. And whereas 
Dr. Brett ſays, that the Civil Power tole- 
rated thoſe Intruders: I ſhall hereafter 


bew, that a 1 olerarion F me 


*** 


„ 


4 „ es * MP: . 
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(1) Vid. 1 Cor. iii. 12. 


that 


1 the c Power n was er on their Be. 
And I defy our Adverſaries to produce 
any befort themſelves, who were ever ſo 
_ abfurd ro ſuppoſe, that che Ciyil Power, 
favoured thefe Intruders. And all which, 
Dr. Brett has ſhewn is, that he was very 
deſtrous to produce, if it had heen bolt. 4 
ble, fome Inſtance in his behalf from 
Sceripture, and that rather than not make 
a ſhew of doing it, he would attempt to 
impoſe upon the World a Romantick Hy- | 
potheſis of his own, _ 
The Hiſtorical Collections, Joh A norh er 
Tract, entitled, Excerpts, &c. were writ- 
ten in anſwer to 'the abovementioned 
Challenge: but the Inſtances produced in 
theſe Tracts being notoriouſly either miſ- 
repreſented or foreign to the purpoſe, do 
not in themſelves deſerve any notice. And 
even Mr. Collier, tho' he mentions rhe 
Practice of the Church (m), does not think 
fir to inliſt upon theſe Inſtances, How- 
ever others of our Adverſaries lay the 
greateſt Streſs upon them. Particularly 
Dr. Brett (n) ſays, © The Learned Author 
„ of the Hiſtorical Collections has ſhewed, 
&* that all the Inſtances before the (Fifth) 
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(m] E. N. Vol. 2. p: 616 6. 
(7 Independency, p- 66. 


«6 Centu- . 


Ven. Conſorming Nephew: EY 
« PRES are b Sao Dr. Hay. And 
Dr. Brett (o) has thought fit to roneagh 
after the Excerpts, the Cafes of the No 
ti auiſts and Donatiſts: And therefore far 
the Benefit. of our Adverſaries I ſhall ſhew, 
that theſe Examples, when truly repre- 
fenced, prove nothing at all againſt us. 
What I have propoſed to maintain is, 
That Biſhops ſucceeding in the place of 
Deprived Biſhops are rightful, hoth when 
their Predeceſſors were Deprived by the 
Civil Power; and alſo when they were 
Deprived by incompetent Powers, if the 
Church thought fit, for her own Welfare, 
to ſubmit to their Deprivation, and to 
acknowledge their Succeſſors. The Col 
lector in producing his Inſtances, ſeems 
ſometimes to ſpeak to one of theſe Points, 
and ſometimes to the other; and at other 
times it is not eaſy to know, what he 
particularly aims at. ſhall. ſhew here 
once for all, that none of his Examples 
prove any ching againſt either of theſe 
Points; tho my preſent Subject only re- 
quires me to anſwer his Objections againſt 
the Authority of the i Power. to de- 
prive. 8 88 boi 4 
5 e alleages. G * as > pregnant. | Evidence 


(6) Ibid. p. Wr 
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4 h on his fide, the Caſes of Athanaſias, 2. 
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— 
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Poſe, nor ſhewn'that the Church eſteemed 


berius,” Hofrus, Paalinus of Tries, Lucifer 
of Cagliari, Eufebias of Vercelles, Dionyfius 


of Milan, Hilary of Poitiers and Paulas of 


Conſtantinople. But he has not proved, 
that any one of theſe Caſes is to his pur- 
the Deprivation of theſe Biſhops to be in- 
valid, becauſe they were deprived by the 


Lay Power. On the contrary I have 


ſhewn, that tho Liberias was Deprived 
for his Orthodoxy by Conſtantius yet his 
Succeſſor Feliz happening to be Orthodox, 


Was acknowledged by the Roman Clergy 


and the Meſtern Church. And as to the 


reſt of theſe Biſhops, they were either not 


deprived at all; or deprived by Synods, 
not by the Emperor; or the Emperor de- 
prived them for their Orthodoxy, and im- 
poſed Arias Succeſſors in their place. 
Hoſins was not deprived at all, but be- 
coming an Inſtance of Human Frailty, and 
ſubmitting to communicate with the A. 
rians, continued in his Biſhoprick of Cor- 
Conſt antias baniſhed Hilary of Poitiers 


for his Orthodoxy; but it does not appear, 


that any Biſhop was put in his place; and 


„ 


n 
ern 
1 4+ 


(4) Socrat. H. E. L. 2. c. 31. | : 


after. 1 e e . returned to. his 
Biſhoprick. 
Athanaſius, as abundantly": appears from 
5 what has been laid. a oy Was not de- 


46 80 


E An, I 5 . 
Paulus of Kela was kg 11955 
ſed by one of Con ſtaatiuss Arian Synods : 
25 and afterward merely by Conſtantins's 
rce (/). And his Succeſſors Eaſebius 
of Nicomedia and Macedonius, were both 
l Arians, 0 
Conſtantius deprived and baniſhed Dio- 
mf ß, Biſhop of Milan: but then he de- 
pfived him for his Orthodoxy,. and put 
Aaxentius an Arian, in his place (t) 
Paulinus of Triers was baniſhed for his 
| Orthodoxy by. Conſtantias (u), and died 
in Exile (w); Eaſebius of Vercelles, and 
Laciſer of Cagliari, were both baniſhed for 
the 1 Cauſe lz But 1 it does not ap- 
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(Y Socrat. L. 2. c. 13, 16. 5 
(r) Socrat. E. 2. c. 37. & E. F. 5 Sorom. ED 
c. 13. Athanal. ad Solitarios. p. $61, Bien teh 
(#) Sulp. Sever. Sac, Hiſt. L. 2. en 5 
{w) Hieronymi Chronicon in anno 359 6 | 
(x) Socrat. L. 3, . 5. | 9 5 
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pear, that Conftantins cauſed other Biſhiaps 
to be conſtituted in the room of Any 0 
theſe Three. 
In ſhort, Athanaſii PT 10 vs « ty 
that the Biſhops in general, N 
ant ius impoſed in the room of thoſe ba- 
niſhed by him, were Aians; And conſe. 
quently the Church would have resse 
them, tho? they had been conſtituted Hee 
ver ſo regularly in all other reſpe&as. 
To theſe the Hiſtorical Collector annexes 
ſome other, ns leſs famed Inſtances, as he 
calls them (S): and indeed they are juft 
as 8 to his purpoſe as the former. 
I. Euſtathius, Biſhop of Antioch, Was 
6 depoſed, but neither he nor the Catho· 8 
„ licks, would own' his Succeſſors. 
Anſw. His Caſe is not againſt us, becauſe 
he was depoſed by a Synod (a), and becauſe 
thoſe who firlt ſucceeded him were Ariane 
(). But when Meletius who had been an 
Arian, was, upon his appearing afterward 
ro be Orthodox, choſen his Succeſſor, he 
was owned by the Catholicks, and by 
, - 8 who mg to be yet 
living. 
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(5) kbit. 42 Ne 
(z) Hiſtorical Collections, p. 2. 
] Socrat. H. E. L. 1. c. 24. 

(+5) Ibid, & Theodorit. H. E. Een c. 11. & L. 5+ 


That 
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Ther thoſe who firſt ſucceeded i 

my were Arians, and therefore reje i 

BY y the bits 7 the Hiftorical 22 
imſelf F. 525 (e, For having quoted 

r. Hody's Words, That Euſtathius and the 

ert Party did not own the Sacceſſors 
plated in the dachten See until Meletius, 
ber auſe they were Arians: He replies, We 
rant hat this was one Reaſon, and at that | 
| time their only Reaſon which they producd, 

That when Meterias who Was Orts- 
Jo; was conſtituted Biſhop of An. 
t ioch, Eu ſtathius and the Catholicks ac- 
know ledg ed him; the Collector himſelf 
(4) not Neu grants, but proves for us 
out of the following Paſſage of St. Chry- 
ſeſtom. Neither did Exfarbiast deſiſt 
<« (from taking care of tlie Plock here at 
4% Antioch), till, by the Providence of God 
« the bleſſed Melerins came hither and 
_ received the whole Maſs.” 

One might reaſonably expect chat: the 
Collector having granted thus much, would 
not have inſiſted any farther upon this In- 
ſtance. But he ſays a great deal more. 
He owns, as I have already obſerved, 
rhat the Orthodox 1 from 1 firſt 
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(c) Pag. 17. 
(4) Pag. 9. 


: Vol. 1 N B b | Succeſ- 


e 3 ee yes were 


Arians ; and that t Rk St | 
they produced at the time of their Sepa- 
ration; bur implies, that they afrerward 
oduced another Reaſon,” Now. if th 
had done ſo, the World would have judge 
that Reaſon to have been 1 5 of as well 
as produced aſterward, like ſeveral Afb 
wer which. our ' Adverfaries,.: now. make 
* . Schiſm. 1 10 us i. . our 
Author prpves, that t roduced any 
other Reaſon. Mig Pr by ape, Jay 
be (e), have ſepar rated a 
„ other Account of i 
„ Mon have done 9055 
4 ſolely „ becauſe chat Suck jon Was Ke - 
« * and brought. in upon Euftathins 
on whilſt he was alive. 

The Collactar ſoon repents of his having 
granted, that the Sücceſſors of Ext ahins 
were Ariaus, and attempts to reſume it; 

forgetting the old Rule, That he ought 
not to take back, what he has once given, 
190 he ſays modeſtly (F) e What if that 
ceſſion which was placed upo E ſta- 

8. . was 0, Arian fr ' , Afterward he 
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(e) Pag. 17, 18. 
Pag. 17. 
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=. the Reaſon of their 
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Vu C pig Nonjurors, 371 


, . plead their Arianiſm as 
ration, tho' it 
is Ten to one en Dr. Flac will 1 


ihk c 
For this he ales. two Prooks. Dad is 


a $4 ). Becauſe Euſtathius's Succeſſors pro- 


feſſed themſelves Orthodox. To which 
I anſwer. 80 did Arias himſelf, and 


thereby impoſed upon Conſtuntine. But 


notwithſtanding. that, Athannfus would 
not admit him to Communion. Ano- 
ther Proof is from Authority (6), „ Be- 
< cauſe ſome contend, cher Eu ſtathius's 


_ 4. Succeſſors were not Ain. For proof 


of which he refers us to Barumus, Anno 


3140. Now there that Author mentions 


ſeveral. Antients, who aſſerted the imme- 
diate Succeſſors of Euſtatiuus to be Aians; 


but none who made any queſtion whe- 


ther they were really ſo or no. 
But let us gratify the Collector ſo far, 8 


to ſuppoſe for Argument fake, that the _ 


Council which depoſed Euſtuthius and the 


Biſhops who firſt ſucceeded! in his See 


were Orthodox; and yer the Carholicks 
would not receive them: Why thence it 


will — that no nne not even 


. * — 8 
a 8 ; t. A 2% * * 
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2 118 24. 
(4 þ) Paß 17. 
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that of an Orthodox Sy nod, can depoſe 
a Biſhop. And then Dr. Hickes was much 
in the right to call Biſhops Kings and 


Princes, as being accountable _ no Power 
upon Earth. rl. 


As to Meletins, the Sai af with hd 5 


Collector (i) writes is, That Meletius was 
* conſecrated Biſhop of Antioch; durin 
«. his Profeſſion of Arianiſm That he af. 
© terward profeſſed himſelf Orthodox, and 
_ &-thereupon' Eaſtathias reſigned to him; 
« and 50 Euſtathiuss Reſignation, the 
« Catholicks at Antioch received Meler ius. 
But all this is is an Hypotheſis of the Co/- 
lector's own Tavention : And the End of it 
is, that the Reception of Meletius at An- 
tioch, While Euſtathias was living, may 
= for an Example of the Church's ac- 
owledging « Biſhop upon his Predeceſſor's 
Reſignation. and not for an Example of 
the Church's acknowledging the: — 
of Biſhops wrongfally Ne yore Her owns 
Preſer ation. 
hat Euſtathius ref, ned to Meleeius ine 
Collector endeavours to prove from the 
abovementioned Saying of St. Chryſoſtom, 
1 e did not won t from taking 
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(1) Pag. 21, &c. 
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forming Nonjurors. 373 


4 Cute of the Flock at Antioch, till M. 


4 ſetias came thither. 


Anſw. Euſtathius's Deſiſting did indeed 


imply either his Refgrarion, or that he 


judged, that without his Reſegnation Me. 
letius's Title to his See was good upon 


his Election and Reception by the Catho- 
licks at Ant ioch. And for the ſame reaſon 

the Deprived Nonjuring Biſhops, by nei- 
ther exerc/fjng nor publickly clarming their 
Office for ſome time after they were de- 


prived, muſt be underſtood either to have 


derelinquiſhed \ their Sees, or to have 
thought, that without their Ceſſion their 
Succeſſors were rightful Biſhops. But 


this by the way. 


Io proceed: Since Eu gat hiuss Defiſt- 


ing might imply either of theſe things, it 
was incumbent on the Collector to have 


given ſome reaſon, why it ought rather 


to imply his Refgnarion, than his Acknow- 


ledgment, that Meletiuss Title was good 
without any Reſignation. But there was 


no ſuch reaſon to be found: and the Col. 


lector has not pretended to offer any rea- 


ſon except his uſual one: © Can we think 
that the Euſtathiaus would have received 
Meletius without Euftathias's Reſigna- 
« tion ? we cannot think it.” (). And 
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therefore on the contrary, ſince there 
are not the leaſt Footſteps any. Reſig - 
nation; we may well conclude, that 1 
thius acknowledged * N to be rights; 
ful Biſhop of Anti erh Withapt- bis Reſj * 
nation. 
But it will do the Cala little 3 
if we ſhould for Argument fake bes nt, 
rg Nee re Is | Becauſe, fore. 
ignation, FG: a 


© +. 2 4 


1 to > by of hs ne 118 SAbeliels 
« knew him to be Orthodox, and there 
I fore concurred in voting for him; an 
% with all poſſible Diligence, en 
$5 the matter ſo, as that the Electors ſhould 


0 nat air Vote ab tore io his e 
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(1) I. E. I. 2: c. 31. Tin (Minna) wenn 1 
A Ageiy oo agics i Trey E Gu * b 5 
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ward the Catholicks as 
<« well as Ain, went out to receive and 
© conduct him into Antioch, when he 


came to take Poſſeſſion of that See.“ 


And St. Chryſotom in his Panegyrick upon 


 Meletins (mn) fays, that the Catholicks 


of Antivch received Meletius at his "I * 


* into the City 


oſition to this the Collacker writes, 


« That Meltrins was copſecrated Biſhop 
of Antioch during his Profeſſion of Aria. 


6% niſm; and for proof he refers us to 
Sozomen, L, 4. c. 27. (read c, 28), as quo- 
ted by Baronius, Anno 360. Num. 44, 45. 
Ani. 1. Meletius had long before been 
conſeerated Biſhop of Sb, in Armenia, 


and therefore could not be conſecrated 


ain. But not to inſiſt upon that, = 
+ Anſw. 2. Sozomen does neither in the 


Original, nor as quoted by Hronius, fay 


any ſuch matter: but only, © Thar Mele- 
% tins had formerly been an Arian (1) 


And TR ©) NY that Acacius 
8 5 | 


* 4 43 * & 3 - 
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(0) Adv. Hereſ. Semiar, c. 28. p. 876. Edit. petav. 
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_ therefore on the contrary, ſinge there 
are not the leaſt Footſteps of any. Reſig 
nation; we may well conclude, that B 
thius acknowledged 9 to be right - 
ful Biſhop of Antiog® wahopt-his K Ref * 
nation. 81 
But it will do the Colle@ar, little Bang 
if we ſhould for Argument ſake grant, 
that. Eaſtathins re ſears. \ Becauſe, fore 
this ſuppoſed Reſignation, the Catholicks 
of Antioch joined in chooſing Meletivs, and 
acknowledged him when | choſen, _ For 
T heodoret very particularly relates, 1 "4 on 
„That tho? the Arians ſappoſed Melet ius 
« to be of their Party, the Catholicks 
te kyew him to be Orthodox, and . 
“ fore concurred in voting for him; 
< with all poſſible Diligence, den 
s the matter ſo, as that the Electors ſhould 
i en Vote but fallt 0 tg: hip Ne 
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ion. And aſterward the Catholicks as 


| «ings Avians went out to receive and 
© conduct him into Antioch, when he 
came to take Poſſeſſion of that Sce.” 


And St. Chryſoſtom i in bis Panegyrick upon 


 Meletins (mn) fays, that the Catholicks 


of Antivch © 40 Meletius at his "” * 


7 into the City. 


olition to this the Collato writs; 


ny Th Melerins was conſecrated Biſhop - 
*© of Antioch during his Profeſſion of 4ria- 


iſm; and for proof he refers us to 


Sozomen, L, 4. c. 27. (read c. 28), as quo- 
ted by Baronin, Anno 360. Num. 44, 45. 
Aiuſw. 1. Meletius had long before been 
conſeerated Biſhop of Sha in Armenia, 


again. But not to inſiſt upon that, 


and therefore could not be conſecrated 


Anſw. 2. Sbzomen does neither in the 


Original, nor 4s: quoted by Bronius, ſay 


any fuch matter: but only, © Thar Mele. 
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tus had formerly been an Arian () 
And I (0 . that Acacius 
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of area, one who, oſten changed his O. 
pinions, was then a lutle inclined to Or- 
thodaxy, becauſe he conſented tò Mele- 
tius's being conſtitured-Biſhop of Antioch | ; 
Which implies, that Acacius thought Mes. 
letius to be Orthodox, when he WT to 
his Election. And chat the Catholicks at 
Antioch believed him to be then Orthodox, 
is neceſſarily implied in their Voting for 
and immediately receiving him: And Theo: 
doret, as I have already obſerved, ops po · 
litively, that they knew him to be 6\Qre> 


thodox. 


And farther, the Colector's TI 
is in it ſelf incredible, if not impoſſible, on 
the follow ing Account. When the Ar ian 
found their Miſtake and that Meletius was 
Orthodox, they procured Conſtantius to 
baniſh him. And it is clear from many 
unexceptionable Teſtimonies, that the Ca- 
tholicks at Antioch received Meletius, at 
leaſt ſome time before he was baniſhed, 
And the Collector himſelf ſays (). Did. 
not Eaſtathius relinquiſh his Right to 
ff the SOROS Me As himſelf —. 
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5 nd 16%. capable to ſerve 
e that People than Meletius was?; Tho 


4 Aeletius did not long enjoy that Liber- 


e ty which he then poſſeſſed. Which 
words neceſſarily imply, that EAA. 
thias relinquiſhed his Right to Meletius 
while he poſſeſſed the Liberty oſ ſerving 


the Antiochians, and before he was ba- 


piſh'd and thereby rendered as incapable 


: | . ES aa dy gt ett TY 1 


ry 
& 


No it is utterly incredible, and almoſt 
naturally. impoſſible, that all this ſhould 
be true, v. that Meletius ſhould turn 
Orthodox ſome time after his being made 


Biſhop ot Antioch; and that Eaſtathius 


ſhould have notice of it and ſend his Re- 
ſignation, and thereupon the Catholicks 
at Ant ioch ſhould receive Meletius; and all 
this before Meletius was baniſhed. For 
according to St. Ferom (2), Euſtathias was 
then in Exile at Trajanopis, in Thrace, 
which is above fifteen Degrees diſtant 
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| 


4% De Scrigtoribus,. Billurhins m——edkb Ge 


tio Principe -pullus eſt in exilium Trajanopolim Thta- 


Karum, ubi uſque hodie conditus eſt. Comp. St. Chry« 
ſoſtom in bis - Panegyrick upon Euſtathius, Tv. 4. 
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from ide in Syria  ® According t to | 
| „ he was carried into 


ugh- Thrace, into one- of 
the: Cities of  Myricam, which was ſtill 


much more diftant from Antioch. And 


all Accounts agree, that tus was ba- 
nifhed ſoon” after he was made Biſhop of 


 antioch,” And Chryſoſtom (fy fays, “ That 


he was biniſhed- preſenth, upon his 
4 coming to e More partieularly 


he implies () That he did not continue 


at Antioch Thirty Days, When he 
commends is Skill in Teaching, and 


the Zial of the Antiochian . Nis Skill, 
phecauſe he did in leſs than Thirty whole 


Pays, ſo ground the A4nrioch/ans in the 


= Faith, that they ſtood unmoved amidſt 
* Thouſand — : Their Zeal, becauſe 
in leſs than Thirty whole Days they re- 


* ceived the Seeds of his Doctrine ſo deep 
* into their Heart, that afterward they 
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(/) In his Panegyrick upon Meletius, Tv. 5. P. 533. 
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« 9d dot aa of hens: 
tions which betel them. 1 o- 


caſioned Meletius s Baniſhment to be ſo 


ſudden, was that * — was then in 


Antioch, and upon the Spot (. No 
it. would have been very difficult for one 
who made all poffible — to have tra 
velled back ward and forward from Antioch. 
to Trajanopie in Thirty Days. But tha 


any one did ſo upon this Oecaſiou, there 


is not the leaſt. reaſon to believe, unleſs 
becauſe it is neceſſary * The, Collettor' 8 


Hyporheſ 8 


. Upon, the whole then it is antgin, that 
chen Catholicks received Meletius imme- 
diately upon his coming to Avticch. It is 
confeſſed, that they received him ſome: 


time before his Baniſhment, and conſe-. 
quently before they could; morally fpeak- 


ing, know of Euftathias's Defiſting.. And | 
therefore, ſince his Deſiſting followed, it 
could not he the Cauſe of, their receiving 


Auelesins; but was, in alt probability, the 
Effect of it, that is, he deſiſted, becauſe; 
be knew that the Church bad N 
Hi Right to another. | E. Sees Þ 
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2. */Jfeletivs is a full and pregnant In- 
« ance.” For when he returned from his 


Exile, he claimed his Biſhoprick, _ 


«he found Paulinus ſeated' there by L 
e cifer Calarit anus (w). :e. 

© Anſi. Paulinus had no Title, Wander 
ſuch a Title as the Collector approves of, 
nor any of thoſe Titles, which we aſſert 
to be rightful. For the Collector himſelf 
contends, that Meletius was rightful Bi- 
ſhop of Antioch. Now it is manifeſt, La- 
cifer had no Civil Authority to Deprive 
Meletias : And it is as manifeſt, that he 
had no Eceleſaſtiral Authority to deprive 
or conftitute a Biſhop of Antioch. For 
what Authority had the Biſhop of Cagliari 
in Sardinta, over the Church of Antioch 


in eee e e eee e e 


T have aſſerted, that the Church by 


for her Preſervation, ſubmit to the Suc- 


ceſſor of à Biſpop wrongully deprived, 
who will thereby become a rightful Bi- 
fhop. But the Generality of the Catho- 
licks at Antioch, inftead of ſubmitting to 
Paulinus, oppoſed him from the Begin 


ning, and 3 from thoſe 3 
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= Hiſtorical Colledtions, 2.33. Sg & 1 ö 


Perſons 


Now-Cmfrning Nene 38 


Perſons who adhered to him (x). And 
indeed there was no reaſon for confecrating 
Paulinus, but great reaſon to the contrary. 
For Melerius who had lived many Years in 
Exile, was then at Liberty to return home: 


and ſo there was no need of another Bi- 
ſhop. And it Was particularly hard to 


preend to take his Biſhoprick à way from 
im, When he was juſt returning to en. 
joy it, after he had been ſo long baniſhed 


from it, for e en his 5 


Duty. FH, 1 

At firſt, the Collicir ſcens to Sant; 
that Lacifer had no Authority ; but would 
have us believe that the Antiochians re- 
jected Paulinus for ſome other Reaſon 


| alſo. . Mightthey not, ſys he () re- 
e fuſe him, as St.'Cyprian's Second, and a 


“ Poſſefſor without Right, becauſe” Mele 
© tius was alive; and likewiſe becauſe he 


„was placed there by Lacifer's Hands, 


-< which were not ſufficiently authorized 


for it? Hod do theſe two a 
6 exchls © one "otters 7 
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9 1 n are . excluding 
one another, that I apprehend them to be 
both the ſame. For Meletivs's being alive 
was therefore 2 good Reaſan for the Antio- 
chians to reject. Paulinus, - becauſe Lucifer 
had no Authority: but would have been 
no Reaſon if Lucifer had had Authority'td 
give Meletins. : 4.21 2 af | 
But ſuppoſing them to rent Rea- 
ſons, how does the Color prove that 
the Aut iochiaus rejected Paulinas for both 
of them? Why by his uſual Argument, 
% Mor they not refuſe him, becauſe 
« Ifeletius was alive, and like wiſe be- 
e cauſe he was placed there by ce 
„ Hands? | 
| Afterward the Golletor ſrmped wiſh that 
we ſhould believe, that Lucifer had Au- 
thority; and to that end produces Inſtan- 
ces of At hanaſius, Euſebius of Vercelles, Eu- 
ſebius of Samoſara, and other Biſhops, 'who 
exerciſed Bpiſcopal JuriſditioninChurches 
N were out of their own Diocefes 
S2). 
Auſv. I. The Deſi ian a; our 97 9% 
ries is to ſhew, that the Nonjuring Bi- 
ſhops were deprived by incompetent Au- 
| 5 And therefore l Ty 
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{tance will be of no uſe to them, becauſe 


then it will follow, either that the Antios 
chians were in the Wrong in rejetting Pau- 

linus, or elſe that Biſhops cannot be depo- 
ſed by competent Authority; an Abſurdity 


which our Adverſaries W, not racy to 


| maintain. . 


Auſw. 2. Athanaſius and thoſe other 


Biſhops, exerciſed Epiſcopal 1 out 


of their Dioceſes, in cafes of Neceſſity ; 


and when thoſe Churches were deſirous . 


of and thankful for it: Not like Letra 


in oppolirion to the Churches, and 
there was no Occaſion for it. Aud the 


Collector himſelf quotes the following Fal- 
ſage out of Theodoret (a). A e Euſe 


bia of Samoſata s perfor, ing Eccleſiaſtical 
| Nich out of his Dioceſe 


e, vis, That if 
* at any time he met With Biſhops who 
© conſented. with him in oAtine, | he 

« conſtituted them Governors over. ſuch 


| « Churches as wanted Paſtors. 


Anſw: 3. Another of the Collectors fa. 


; med Inflances is this, After Joop RFP Mer 
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letius and Paulinus compounded: the mat. 
ter on theſe Terms, viz. That during their 
Lives they ſhould reſpectively preſide over 
their Flocks, and the Survivor ſhould go- 
vern the whole. Yet when Melerias died, 
55 Oecumenical Council of Conſtantinople 
conſtituted Flavian Biſhop of Antiach, in 
oppoſition. to Paulinus; to which Paulinus 
did not ſubmit, but ſtill kept up his Claim. 
And the Collector () gives a long Ac- 
count of this. But my preſent Subject 
does not require me either to defend or 
oppoſe the Authority of General Councils. 
And ſo. I ſhall take liberty to paſs on to 
the other Tract, entitled, Excepts, &c. 
* This TraQ ſeems to have been written 
by the ſame Author as the Hi/torical Col. 
lectious; but whoſoever the Excerpter be, 
he inſiits much on the Behaviour of the 
Church, with regard to the Vovatianiſes 
and Donatiſts, as affording Examples on 
RET e 
Firſt, As to the Novatianiſts, they ſprung 
from Novatian, who in the Reign of the 
Heathen Emperors, Galus and Voluſian, 
by indirect Methods, procured himſelf to 
be conſecrated Biſhop of Rome in oppo- 
ſition to Cornelius, who was then regularly 
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(5) Pag. 56, &c. 
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poſſeſſed 0 of as: See, and not deprived ; 
8 any Authority, Temporal or Spiritual. 

Beſides, the Novatianiſts were condemned 
by the Church for ſeveral Heretical Do- 
ctrines and Practices (c). And the Ca- 
tholicks refuſed to communicate with 
them, both on account of their Errors and 
of their Oppoti tion to their ws Church 


Gove rnors. 


The Excerpter would perſuade us, that 2 


the Heathen Emperors deprived the Ca- 
tholick Biſhops, and confirmed the Pre- 


tenſions of the Novatianift Anti-Biſhops to 


their Sees: and yet the Catholicks would 


not communicate with them. The No- 


e watians, ſays he, had the ſame ſecular 


* Arm and Authority on their ſide, which 
the Danatiſt, had, as we have ſnew'd; 

and they were in the ſame manner aſ-. 
<« fiſted and protected in their Intruſion, 
“into falſe Sees (4). When Cornelias | 
% and: (his.Succeſſor) Lucius were remo- 


* 


* ved from their Sees by Baniſhment, and 
e taken from their Clergy and People, 


&; but the nen, Bin retained 
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(e) Euſeb. H. E. L. 7. c. 8 nn. in Epiſtola 
73 Jubaiano. 
(4) Excerpts, p. 69. | 
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<4.the ſaid Two moſt: holy Biſhops did 
not give Way to then ed ba cunts; 
Anſw. Tho' we grant, that the Aue 
rors did then, as far as they could, De- 
prive the Catholick Biſhops; 


# 


336 Ae eds nt 


4 .cheirs; and freely Accus their Fun · 
2 ction among them with as much Right 


as the Secular Power could give them, 


anc tho? we 
ſhould alſo ſuppoſe for Argument ſake, 


that they confirmed the Pretenſions of the ; 


Novatiaviſts to the Sees of the Catholick 


Biſhops; yet no Conſequente can follow 


from thence to our Diſad vantage, both 
becauſe the Nowatianiſts: were Hereticks, 


and becauſe thoſe Emperors by being Per- 


ſecutors of Chriſtianity, had renounced 
all Authority in Matters Eccleſiaſtical. 


And the Excerpter himſelf( f)ays; © Thoſe : 
- © Heathen Emperors rather would have 


T 


RD 


H order'd it fo, that they (the Catholicks 
« and Novitians). hold. have had no 
, Biſhops: but it was their preſent Inte- 
“ reſt to join with and aſſiſt the Nowa- 
« tians and abet their Biſhops in their 
“ uſurp'd Juriſdictions, as a Means thro 
their continued — to overthrow 5 
cc me 3 ; 


; ; by 1 — ; * 
8 2 * * . 1 fn "M1 ** e 


(e) Ibid. p. 71. 
| I. Ibid. p. 70. 
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Hot ever ker us ſee, how the Excerprer 
proves this Paradox, That the Heathen 
Emperors abetted the Novatianiſt Biſhops 


in their ,ufurp'd Juriſdictions. His only 


Argument for this is from two Epiſtles of 


St. Cyprian, relating to the Perſecution of 
the Roman Church under Gallus and Volz 

fan. In one of which” (g) St. Cyprian 

1 Novat ian by Name, writes 2s 


follows. © Does Novatian now acknows 
4 ledge, who is the Prieſt of God? which 
« js" the Church and Houſe of Chriſt ? 
Who are the Servants of God, whom 


_ © the Devil infeſts? Who are the Chri- 
«© ftrans, whom Antichriſt contends with ? 


* For he does not ſeek (to overturn) 
* thoſe whom he has already ſubdued, 


«nor deſire to overturn thofe whom he 


cc has already made his own. The Ene- 


: © my of the Church contemns and paſſes 
e by as his Captives and Bond-Sla ves, 


Fo thoſe: whom he yas withdrawn out ef | 


8 — 8 * 1 4 1 * * | ONO 4 
HERD '2 : * r 2 1 dh * — 


(2) 57 m 60. Cornelio. Apnoſcirne jam (Nord 
nus) qui fir ſacerdos Dei? quæ ſit Eccleſia & Domus 


Chriſt? gn i ſint Dei ſervi, quos Diabolus infeſter 2 

Qui ſint C 

que enim quærit illos, quos jam ſubegit, aut geſtit ever - 

tere, quos jam ſuos fecit. Inimicus & hoſtis Eccleſiæ, 
quos alienavit ab eccleſia & foras duxit, ut captivos & 
vinctos contemnit & præterit: eos pergit laceſſere, in 


riſtiani quos Antichriſtus impugnet 2 Ne- 


Juda Chriſtum cernit habitare. 


. . 8 the 


388 ATREATISE qpainſt the 


the Church: he continues to perſecuide 

* thoſe in whom he perceives Chriſt to 

I The other Epiſtle () was written to 

Lucius aſter Cornelius had ſuffered Martyr- 

| dom. St. Cyprian does not therein name 

150 Novatian: But I will ſuppoſe with the 
Excerpter, that he means him in the fol- 

lowing Paſſage. We clearly perceive, 

„ moſt dear Brother, the wholſome and 

holy Counſel of the Divine, Majeſty; 
4 hence that ſudden Perſecution lately 

aroſe; whence it was that the Secular 
Power ſuddenly broke forth againſt the 

Church of Chriſt and the Bleſſed Mar» 

„ tyr, Biſhop Cornelius, and you all, viz. 
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(%] Epiſt. 61. Intelligimus, Frater cariſſime, 3 
cordis noſtri luce perſpicimus divine Majeſtatis ſalu- 
raria & ſancta conſilia; unde illic repentina perſecutio 
nuper exoria fit, unde contra Eccleſiam Chriſti & E- 
piſcopum Cornelium beatum Martyrem voſque omnes 
ſecularis poteſtas ſubito proruperit ; ut ad confundendos 
Hzreticos & tetundendos oftenderet Dominus, quæ eſ- 
let Eccleſia; quis Epiſcopus ejus unus divina ordinatione 
delectus; qui cum Epiſcopo Presbyteti Sacerdotali ho- 
nore conjuncti; quis adunatus & verus Chriſti popu- 
lus Dominici Gregis catitate connexus: qui eſſeut, quos 
inimicus laceſſeret, qui contra, quibus Diabolus ut ſuis 
parceret. Neque enim perſequitur & impugnat Chriſti 
Advexrſarius, niſi Caſtra & Milices Chriſti: Hæreticos 
_ proſtraros ſemel & ipſos & ſuos factos contemnit & 
prælterit: eos quærit dejicere, quos videt ſtare. | 


. 7 FP 2” ©; 


E 


( orming Non jurors 3 8 9 


| 9 that 1 Lord might ſhew, to the Con- 


fuſion of the — which was the 
Church; who was her one Biſhop, 
choſen by Divine Ordination; who _ 
were the Presbyters joined in Sacerdo- 
* tal Honour with the Biſhop; Which 
was the united and true People of 
* Chriſt knit together by the Charity 
- peculiar to the Lord's Flock: who they 
* were, whom the Enemy infeſted; and 
* on the contrary, who they were, whom 
the Devil ſpared as his own. For the 


_ * Adverſary of Chriſt does not perſe- 


cute and fight with any but the Army 


and Soldiers of Chriſt: he deſpiſes and 
* . * paſſes by Hereticks, when he has once 


„ overthrown them and made them his 

e -own : he ſeeks to caſt down thoſe whom 

“ he perceives to ſtand, _ : 
All that can be collected from theſe 


Paſſages'i is, that the Novatianiſts were not 


perſecuted; or rather, that they were 
not ſo hotly perſecuted as the Catholicks 


were: that Vovatian himſelf had not ſuf- 
fered Martyrdom, as C-welias had done; 


and that fewer had been puniſhed of Vo- 
vatian's Adherents, than of the Catholicks. 
In ſhort, that the Syferings of the Nova- 


tiniſts had been ſo inconſiderable, in com- 
pariſon of thoſe of the Catholicks, that 
St. n 0 heard e of them. 


Cc 53 er 
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290 AT REATISE 4 
For St. Cyprias, ho triumphs ſo e 


over the NVovatianiſis, becauſe the Hea- 


thens did not perſecute them like the Ca- 


tholicks: would have much more inſulted 


over them, it the Heathens had:fevorret 
them. He who in one of thefe Epiſtles 
( calls Novatian, on account of his ſe- 
parating and of his denyiag Penitence to 


| Lapfers, «© Deſerter of the Church, Ene- 


* my of Mercy, Murderer of Repentance, 


TE Teacher of Pride, Corrupter-of Truth, 


* Deſtroyer of Charity,” would not have 


failed to ſeals called him Perſecaror, if he 


had been ſo. That would have been a 
Circumſtance, which he would certainly 
have enlarged upon and expreſſed plan 
enough. But he mentions no ſuch mat. 
On the contrary, it roms 80 Fe he 
Words immediately following the former 


_ of thele Paſſages, that St. Cyprian did not 


know but the Vovatianiſes might alſo be 
in ſome meaſure perſecuted. But tho, 


by 7 rp cl hepa, (#3, oa certain 
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(i) Epit.« 60. Deſertor Eccleſ iT, Miſcicordiz 1 


interfector pœnitentiæ, doctor ſuperbiæ, veritatis cor- 


ruptor, perditor caritatis. Agnoſcitne jam, &c. 
() Quanquam eth aliquis ex talibus fuerit appre- 


henſus, non eſt quod libi quaſi in Septen nominis 
. ({egityr 
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2 
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(1) © That the Anti-biſhop*'/ 


n r 


ung — 391 t 


. w e Fey bees beenabhehesded, 


** he has no juſt reaſon to flatter himſelf 


© with the Name of a Confeſſor; ; ſince it 
u 


© 15 certain, that even the capital Suffering 
of ſuch Who are out of the Church, 5 | 
< not the Crown of Faith, but rather the 


fPuniſhment of Perfidy. 


Since then we cannot iner from: aſs 


Page ſo much as that the'Novarianiſts 
were tolerated or entirely free from Perſe- 


ution : how extravagant is it in the E- 
cerpter, to conclude from them as he does 
atian 
* was irrefiftibly ſeated over the Church 
«- of Romt by the Civil Authority: That 
« Gallus and Voluſſan ſent out Imperial E- 


« difts on behalf of the Nowatians : that it 
<'ſeems plain beyond a Contradiction, that 
«the Perſecution under which Cornelius 
and Lucius ſuffered, was made in De- 
e fence of the en as of the Gen- 
file Worſhip: and that Vovatian and 
'* his Adherents appeared and ated in 
1 «© that Perſecution? He who reaſons in 
ſuch a manner, may draw any Concluſion 


L any EY nog 


hs ME * 7 * N pr 
* — 4 8 „ e 1 
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(legitur. in confeſionis nomine)* blandiatur, cum con- 
ſter, ſi occiſi ejuſmodi extra Eccleſiam ſuerint, aer cor 


ronam non eſſe, ſed pœnam potius eſſe perfidiæ. 
0%) Excerptr, p. 31, 31 70 = ; 
„ Ano- 


Another Argument of the Excerprer, is 
from that Law of Conſtantine (m), where- 
in he enacted, © That the Novatianiſts 
„ ſhould poſſeſs without Moleſtation, the 
* Churches, and Burying-Places which 
they had obtained by Purchaſe, or the 
„like Methods: Provided they did not at- 
e tempt to uſurp any of thoſe which before 
© the 8 manifeſtly belonged to the 

* Churches of perpetual Sanitity” : i. e. to 

the Catholick Churches. 
From this Proviſo the Excerpter (n 
thus argues. This confirms that Nova- 
* tianus and his Party uſed the Aſſiſtance 
* of the then Empire, in promoting their 
„ Schiſm, and obtaining their Sees. The 
Imperial Law is plain, that they ſeiz d 
the Catholick Churches and Burying - Places 
* for their own Uſe, under Rome Hea- 
then; which ſhews, that they had an 
“ Intereſt in the State, without which 
„they could not have done it. And it 
* may be eaſily thought, that they were 
not leſs back ward in asking the Empire's 
* Aid to diſpoſſeſs the Catholick Biſhops 


* 


on 


* 


* 


Wo : do 1 E * % * en TER 


(n) Cod. Theod. L. 16. Tit. 5. le. 2. Providendum 
erit, ne quid ſibi uſurpare conentur ex iis quæ ante 
diſſidium ad Eccleſias perpetuæ ſanctitatis pertinuiſſe 
manifeſtum eſt. J onde Se Fn 

(un) Excerpts, p. 78. 9 8 
A Lof 


5 * of their Sees, and ſeat their own Bi- 
1 ſhops in them. 


tion. 
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£ Anſw. This is another! Inſtance what 


wy larg e Concluſions this Author can draw. 
: This Proviſo does not imply, that the No. 


vatianiſis had actually uſur = any of the 


Catholick e or Burying Places: 


but only takes care, that they ſhould not, 


under pretenſe. of this Law, attempt any 
ſuch Uſurpation. Much leſs does Buy 


Proviſo argue, that if the Novatianiſts had 
Poſſeſſion of any of the Catholick Church- 
es, they bad obtained it by their Favour 


with the Heathen Emperors, ſince. they might 


obtain ir ſeveral other ways without the 


| Knowledge of thoſe Emperors ; for in- 


ſtance, by corrupting inferior Heathen 
Ficers : or if a Catholick Biſhop or Preſ- 
dyter deferred to the Nowatianiſfts, they 


might retain the Churches which they 


were in Poſſeſſion of before their Deſer- 


Thus I have ſhewn, that our Author? * 
Arguments do not prove, that the Hea- 


then Emperors favoured the Novatianſſts; 
and the thing is in its own nature incre- 
dible, becauſe the Heathens were in no 
Neceſſity of courting the Novatianiſts : 


And it is as certain as a Negative can well 
by that the Heathen Emperors did not 
ayour Fine nee, e no Ec- 

cleſia. ; 


cleſiaſtical Wiiter ſays 55 thing of it: 
which they could not wel} have failed to 


Have done if it had been true; eſpecial] 4 


ſince the Novatianiſts pretended, that the 


A Lancet ! Novarian was a Martyr for Chri- 


ianity. © And Socrates the Hiſtorian (o 


relates from a Novatianift, that Novatian 
ſuffered Martyrdom under Valerian. Now 


one can hardly i imagine that the Novatia- 
viſte could be guilty of ſuch ridiculou 


Folly, as to affert that Novatian ſuffer 


Martyrdom from the Heathens; if it 
could have been retorted upon them, that 
the Heathens eſpouſed their Party, and 


that Novatian had | been a a Perfecutor- in iſtead 


of a Martyr. ' 
The Catholicks wrote againſt this Pre- 
rence of the Novatianiſts,” particularly Pa- 


cian who flouriſhed in the very next Ape. 


Sympronian t he Novatianiſt, pretended to 
prove Novatian s Martyrdom from St. Cy- 


prin.  Facian in anſwer, (p) abſolute y 


ME. * denies 


I* 


(0) L. 4 c. 18. oa (ine) a doo 6 oY | 
ae’ 7H Bamies : „ aa xeinαννα] uunieni S. | 
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50 Paciaui Ep. 2. ad Sympronianum. Quod __ 
ſum Novatianum putas, & Cyprianum dixiſſe ſubju1 
Preceſſit me Adverſarius meus, Vide quam mani lte 
reſpondeam. Novatianus Martyrium nunquam tulit, 


nec ex verbis beatiſſimi N auditum illud aut 


lectum 
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„ proves from St. Op, 
=: ory e — ſuffered Martyr- 1 
pi | dom while Novarian was living and ſafe, 
: | and that one Reaſon of his deſerting the 
i. Church, was to avoid being a -Confetlor, 
6 Now it is hardly poſſible, thaton this Oc- 
by caſion Pacias could haue avoided taking 
* Notice, that the Heathens inſtead of put · 
=: ting Novatian to Death, were his Friends 
xj | and Allies, as the Excerpter calls them 
d . 070 if they had really been ſo. 
it The  Excer ter proceeds and Ades 
at another Paradox (7), viz. that even Chri. 
d ei Emperors *back'd the /Nowatianifts 
1 hy their Civil Power, and either brought 
4 = . into and poſſeſſed them of — 
e- e uſurpd Sees, oriconfirm'd than d in them 
4. 1 by their Imperial Laws.“ 

e. Wo would not from — ee 
1 bi N N to prong” that 

| — - $34.) S855 ; 

a a TITTY — * — — penn ye are _ 
s [ ©|Qtum'eft, Habes ejus Epiſtolas a de ur- 

l bis Epiſcopum, cui rune Novatianus inviderat, inimi- 
5 e aus reſiſtentem, ſæpe conſeſſum, e Potah 
8 tum refert; plurimis Confelſoribus, plutimms quoq; Mar- 
. | tuyribus ducem factum, & cum plurimis glorioſiſſime 
4 cotonatum, vivente tune Novatiano &tamq; ſecuro. 
1 Nam & ideo ab Eccleſia Chriſti receſſerat, ne illum labor „ 
3 Conkeſſionis urgeret. Comp. the ſixth Book of Eulogius 
$ Alexandrinus againſt the Novatianiſts, quered in Pha- 
"i |  _ rias's Bibliotheea. 

t, (q) Excerpts, p. 70. ; BE v9 

ut — (7) Ieid, p. 73) 76. 
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REAT ISE gainſt the 


all the Chriſtian Emperors were Novatia- 
uiſts; that they had paſſed ſeveral Laws 


in favour of them, requiring all their Sub- 
jects to ſubmit to them; and ſeveral Laws 
againſt the Catholicks, particularly Laws 


to diſpoſſeſs the Catholick Biſhops of their 


Sees? For it is unconceivable how they 
ſhould poſſeſi the Novatianiſts of their u. 
| ſurped Sees, without diſpoſſeſſing them 


from whom the Novatianiſts uſurped 


Let the Excerpter does not offer at any 
thing of this. On the contrary, he proves 


at large (/), that none of the Emperors 
communicated with the Novatianiſts. And 
if ſo; it is very unlikely, that they ſnould 


turn thoſe Biſhops out of their Sees 


with whom they did communicate, and 
give them to thoſe with whom they did 
nat communicate, This is an Abſurdity 
which thoſe only can ſwallow, who can 


perſuade themſelves that a Popiſh Prince 
will encourage and favour the Church of 
But to proceed; The Excerpter attempts 
to prove what he has advanced, ucgative- 


ly and poſitively. His Negative Argument 


- t 
* * * — 4 - * 2 
. f - « | ET Pe PEE. M 
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＋ Jbid. p. 87, Kc. 


4. 


* 


wad follows: 8 \ | « The 3 a 
and Indulgence to the Novatians is very 


apparent from the Sixteenth Theodoſſan 
cc Ode In that among Sixty Two Laws, 
& which it hath made againſt Hereticks, 
there are but To in which the Nowa-. 


„ ;;ans. are named, which can be inter- 
Fe 


- 


preted to have been made againſt them: 

and thoſe, two Laws do not ſeem di- 

rectiy made againſt them as woods but 
as Sakbatians.” 


Anſw. 1. Suppoſe there had, not really 


3 


£ 
c 


* 


| been one Law made. againſt the — 8 


mis this would not have proved, that 
any Laws had been made for them; 


much leſs ſuch particular Laws as. requi- 


red the Subjects of the Empire to ac- 
knowledge their Biſhops, and prohibi- 


ted them to acknowledge Cerbelck Bi- 


opa 1 
2. "The Laws. . Bo 9 =Y | 


| lian Emperors in favour of... 5 Catho- 
licks, would be ſufficient to prove, that 


thoſe Emperors did not bac but diſcoun- 
tenance the Novatianiſts and all others 
who diſſented from the Catholicks, tho? 


neither the Novatianiſts nor any other 


* 6—— 1 1 1 1 Mt Y — 


* 
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(+) Ibid. p. 77, 80. 
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Law. And ſo thoſe Cu which were 
made againſt” Hereticks in general, were 


made ent the Novatianifts, whether , 
they were mentioned in them by Name 


or not. For the Imperial La called the 


 Novatianiſts Hereticks (): And So. 


men implies as much, when he writes 
4 * 1 hat the Novdtianiſts were not ob. 
crous to the fame Laws and Puniſh- : 
> — which other Herefjes were. 
And the Nyvatianifts anſwered the fol- 
lowing Definition which the Imperial 
Law (x) 1 Hereticks, © Thoſe are 
called Hereticks, and ought to ſabmit 


„to the Sanctions againſt Hereticks, 


« who ſhall be found to deviate by | 
„ lirtle*from_ the Judgment and Path; | 
« the Catholick Religion. 

 Anſw. F The Laws made aerial the 
Nob s by name, are ſufficient to 


| yd that the Imperial Law was not 


. s * 4 4 5 F F- 4 "WW i \ ; : 3, - 
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(s) Euſcb. wh Vita Conſt, L. "3 A 10 Kerr - 


| elgenxols, Exiyrore dy 7 Naa nase,, Ovarrrivor —— 


ag . «ad; of mes digieris did F eincn wd 
ovοhEll TH) » Xe To A. 


(.] L. 8. 6. I. on I a eint irmfvles 7 row, 5 


se re it a N 4e elpiozoy 219% of Haney « 


(x) Hzreticorum vocabulo continentur, qui vel levi 


Argumento a judicio Catholicæ Religionis & tramite 
| 25 fucrint deviare. Cod. . L. I. tit. 5. l. 1. 


* 
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the more. plain, I ſhall produce one of 
thoſe imo Laws which the Excerprter owns, 
may be interpreted to have\been mide againſt 
them. () Let the Manichees and Phry- 
« gians, the Arians allo, and Macedonian: 
„ and Eunomians, the Novatianiſts and Sab. 
« hat ians, and other Hereticks know; that 
„all things are denied them 4% by this 
<«<. Conſtitution, Which were forbidden them 
„ by the Authority of general Sanctions: 
« and that thoſe of them ſhall be puniſh» 
« ed, who attempt to oppoſe the Prohi- 
„ bitions of General Conſtitutions.“ This 
Law is made againſt the Novatianifts by 
Name, and implies, that the General Con- 
ſtitutions were againſt them before. 
To obviate which the Excerpter thus 
argues (Z). © I am inclinable to think 
& that theſe two Laws do not concern the 
« Novatians as ſuch, but as Sabbatians, 
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(0) Cod. Theod. Li. 16. Tir. 5. le. 89. Manichæi 
& Phryges (quos Pepuſitas ſive Priſcillianiſtas, vel alio 
latentiori vocabulo appellaut), Ariani _itidem Macedo- 
nianiq; & Eunomiani, Novatiani ac Sabbatiam,. cæte- 
riq; Hæretici ſciant, univerſa ſibi hae quoqʒ; conſtitu- 
tione denegari, quæ illis generalis Sanctionum interdixit 
Authoritas: puniendis qui contra generalium conſtitu- 
tionum interdicta venire tentaverint. r 
(z) Excerpts, p. 80, $1, 82. 
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„ho were a Sect that aroſe out of the 
«, Novatians : and that the Particle 42 
is to be underſtood exegetically, and 
that the Senſe of the Whole is this; 
That the Novatians, that is, that Branch 
„f them which are called Sabbatlans, ſþall 
< bave ſe <> and ſuch RO laid on 
them. For proof of this he brings 
two Arguments, one from Reaſon. © It 
is not unlikely but that the Empire 
6 protected the Novatians, but took care 
to ſuppreſs the Sabbatians, becauſe they 
« were a worſe Sect than the original 
$6; Novatheds” 4 1] IO GIS 
Anſw. From hence we may ' probably, 
not certainly, collect that the Laws were 
leſs ſevere againſt the Novatianiſts, but 
not, that they were not at all againſt 
them; much leſs that they protected and 
even favoured them, and that with ſuch 
a particular Favour, as to require their 
Biſhops to be acknowledged inſtead of 
the Catholicks. 8 85 
His other Argument is, becauſe Sogo- 
men (4) ſays, ** That tho' ſome of the 
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Nowiatfant (i. e. the 
vifered from the reſt. about the Obſerva- 
. tion of Eaſter:- yet: the Generality of 
them: were quiet, :a0d: agreed among 
57 ag the! three Perſons to be 
* conſubſtantial, iy mene nat abmd nus to 
the ſame Penalties or Aus as other Hxre- 
« ticks were: and at that time the Virtue 
ofatheir Biſhops - contributed. alſo to | 
% make their Agreement the ſtronger. 
Ayſin. This only proves, that they-did 


not ſuffer the ſame. Penalties, hut not tha 


they Werte free from 2d Penalties. 
20 In hort. the- Macedonians, Were': a: dub · 
diviſion of the Arians, as the. Sabbattaus 
as well conclude, that hy Ariaus and a- 
cedonians mentioned in this Law, are only 
meant the Macedanians, as that by the 
Nownteadifts: and © Sabbatians, | are only 
meant tlie $abbatians. > And ſince this Ia w 
who are particularly named in it; bur 
againſt arher Hereticks in generalug, The 
Novatianiſts heing; as L have before ſſic en, 
Hereticks in the eye of the Imperial Law] ..; 
would have been ineluded in this Law a- 
mong other Hereticks, if they had not been 
named in it, And therefore, if they be 
not included, the reaſon mult be, becauſe 
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vatianifts by Name, prefer 


they are named. „ it would boiche 
roſſeſt Abſurdity to ſuppoſe;” that this 

as ent rating the 1 . 
among thoſe Hereticks whom it 


»N ſubjects to Penalties, ſhould have the ſame 


— land Effect, as if it had ex- 
copred them by name from Penalcies/17 
© The'Second' Lau, which acoordiog\to 
the Excorpter miyibe interpretea to huus been 
made agi, te Novati niſts y Name, is 
afte ducec by him as a Law made 


Lußreſiy in their Favour, And 1 ſhall - 


hereafter conſider it under that Head. 
Beſides theſe two Laus againſt the No- . 

ved in the Theo- 

e, che Excerpter himſelf produ- 


: des a Third-which isnet in that Code, but 


is reeited at length iby 2 n 
this Law — places the MWova- 


n gianiſts with the wort of Hereticks, 
__ - Gand prohibits them to hold a 
1 tions, 


ny Conven- 
and orders that their 
GE. Houses ſhould be taken from them aud 
N. eee to the Catholicks.“ 80 the 
(c) rightly inſorms us, and there 
275 bnd 4 4—— himſelf: but 


— he adds a ), that Conſtantine did not 
4: ted execute aer La; eee 
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0 (b) De Vite Conſjamini. . 1 c. 2 * 7 
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Ihe Z£xcerpter having behaved himſelf 
thus manfully upon his Negative Proofs, 
proceeds to argue N * The Theo- 

Th has undenia- 
y two Laws in Favour of the Nova- 


; « n, One made by ; Conſtantine the 


4 Great, Li. 16. Tit. 5. 1.2.” This Law 
I have before had occaſion to mention, 


and muſt here repeat. C) © We do not 


find the Novatianiſts to have been ſo 
e condemned (g), that we ſhould think 
« we'ought not to grant what they ask. 
* Therefore we command, that they poſ- 
4 ſeſs without moleſtation, the Churches 
< and Burying-Places, which they hold 
« by Prefcription or by Purchaſe, or have 
c obtained by other like ways. Care 
«© muſt be taken, that they do not attempt 
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Y Cod: Theodoſ. Li; 16. Tit. 5. le. 2. Novatianos 


non comperimus prædamnatos, ut iis quæ petiverunt 


eredetemus minime largienda. Iraq; Eecleſiæ ſuæ Do- 


mus & loca Sepulchris apta fine inquietudine eos fir- 


miter poſſidere præcipimus, ea ſcilicet quæ cx diururuo 

tempore vel ex empto habuerunt, vel qualibet rr | 

tunt ratione. Providendum etir, ne quid fibi uſurpare 

conentur, ex iis quæ ante diſſidium ad Eccleſias perpe- 

tum Sanctitatis pertinuiſſe maniſeſtum eſt. 
(g) Uſque adeo damnatos. Jac. Gotbo fred. 
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; OA any of hoſe hivgs, My > 


© before the Separation manifeſt! 
* Jonged" ro che Churches of, 2 
60 Sanctity. N ict _— 55 Ft, es N. eric? 
Aſw. Boes chis 75 dhibit either 


5 ö Or Nyvat HE 15 to. ac no- 


ledge the Catholick Biſhops, or, does it. 


require Catholicks or. ee. to. ſub-· 


mit to the Novatiani.Brſhpps 7, Neither 


the one nor the other. It does ſhew in- 
deed, that Conſtentine - — not ſo far. a= 


gainſt them, as to take àway from them 
ſuch Meeting-Houſes as they had obtain- 


ed by Purchaſe, or the like Methods. But 


it implies, ihat they were in ſome mea- 


ſure condemned by the Laws before; and 


that Conſtantine favoured: the 5 
in oppolition to them. , And. 1 

the ſame in effect with e 

himſelf. (4), obſerves of Feb . 17 


Ee Bantine, ſays he, therein provides, that 
the Churches and Burying-Places which 


% were unwarrantably obtained by, the 
-<: N;v4tians\ hould be taken from them, 


and thoſe only be continued, "which 


they had law fully purchaſed.” 80 far 
is this Law from giving any ching away 
from the be be to- ene 
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i «look farther; into this Title, we hail 


find anot her Law (l. 65.) made by The - 
L _ © aofes.the Younger, and Valentinian the © 
1 _ &//Fhird, in behalf of the Vovatians. 
; Anuſw. This is one of the two above- 


3 mentioned Laws, which the Eæcerpter told 
: us were capable of being interpreted to have 


been made againſt the Novatians. Whether 

1 it were againſt them or for them, will 

I plainly appear from the Law ir ſelf. 

0) % Is ebe frf plate, Hereticks muſt 

a c ben em Od); wink 
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(e) Cod. Theod. Li. 16. Tit. 5. de Hereticis. le. 65. 
Hxærxeticorum ita eſt reprimenda inſania, ut ante omnia 
quas ab Orthodoxis acceptas tenent ubicunque Eccle. 
ſias, ſtatim Catholicæ Eccleſiæ tradendas eſſe non am- 
bigant: quia ferri non poteſt, ut qui nec proprias ha- 
bere debuerant, ab Orthodoxis poſſeſſas aut conditas 
ſuaq, temertitate invaſas ultra detineant. Dein ut fi 
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alios ſibi adjungant Clericos, vel ut: ipfi æſtimant, Sa- 
), FF Ccerdotes, decem librarum auri mula per ſingulos ab 
h eo qui fecerit, & qui fieri paſſus fit, vel ſi pauperta- 
. tem pracendant, de communi Clericorum ejuſdem ſuper- 
Jy ſtitions, corpore vel etiam donariis ipſis extorra, noſtto 
y 1 inferatur ærario. Poſthæc quoniam. non omnes eadem 
| auſteritate plectendi ſunt: Arianis quidem, Macedo- 
nianis, Apollinatianis, intra nullam civitatem eccleſiam 
N pbabere licear, Novatianis autem & Sabbatianis um- 
— nis innovationis adimatur Licentia, fi quam forte ten 8 
taverint. Eunomiani vero, Valem iniani, — & Ma- | | 
| | nichzi, nuſquam in Romano folo convenieadi oran 
le diq; habeant faculta em, Manichæis etiam de wake 
EF 44% 3 | 8 ns 
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te without any doubt, reſtore immediately 
* to the Catholick Church thoſe Churches 
i 50G 5 which they have any where taken from 
„ them: becauſe it is not to be endured, 
e that they who ought not to have had 
any Churches of their own, ſhould any 
longer detain Churches which were'poſ- 
* ſeſſed or built by the Orthodox, and 
* raſhly uſurped by them. Next, if they 
3 make any more Clerg9men, or as they 
| * efteem them, Prieſts, He who ordains 
« and he who ſuffers himſelf to be or- 


" «' gained, ſhall be each of them fined Ten 
| “ Pounds of Gold. Farther, ſince all 


5 „ ought not to be puniſhed with the ſame | 
Severity: Ir ſhall not be lawful for 


"  *&. Arians, Macedonians, Apollinarians,, to 
1 . 9 „ : . — — — : — 
F | bus pellendis.? cunRiſqz legibus quæ contra 


hos cæteroſq; qui noſtræ fidei N latæ ſunt, 
diverſiſque promulgatæ temporibus, ſemper viridi ob- 
ſervantia valituris,. . Illis etiam in ſua manep- 
tibus firmitate, quæ de militia & donandi jure, & Te- 
ſtamenti faciendi vel negandi penitus, vel in certas vix 
conceſſæ perſonas, pœniſq; variis de diverſis ſunt Hæ- 
reticis promulgatæ: ita ut nec ſpeciale quidem beneſi- 
cium adverſus leges valeat impetratum, Nulli Hære- 
ticorum danda licentia vel ingenuos vel ſervos proprios, 
qui Orthodoxorum ſunt initiati Myſterio, ad ſuum 
rurſus Baptiſma deducendi : nec veto illos quos eme- 
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rint vel qualitercunq; habuerint, necdam ſuæ ſuperſti. 
tioni conjunctos, prohibendi Catholicæ ſequi religionem 
* have 
| ; 
| 
p 


4% 


4 have a Church dip City. 4 

Liberty 1 1 | 
<<: vatia — Sabbatians, to mate any 

e Jmnovation, if they ſhould attempt ir. 

But the Eunomians, Palentinians —— 
and Maniclees, ſhall not be allowed to 
„ aſſemble or pray any where upon Ro- 
% Ground, and the Manches alſo 
« ſhall be baniſtꝰd from all Cities. And 
then after — more Clauſes againſt 
Hereticks, particularly ſome Clauſes to 
e oh Zaphwnbicd ee 
41 different" times, againſt'thoſs abort men- 

tioned, and others who' oppoſed the Catholick 
Faith, the Law thus proceeds: © No He- 
4 retick ſhall-have Liberty to Rebaptize 

© thoſe Servants of rheirs who have been. 

* baptized/by the Orthodox: nor to hin- 
«2 oſe Servants of theirs from pro- 
"= „ felſidg, Catholic Religion, who 

_ © are not already joyned to tf eir eee 
© ſein.” 
This is macken a 12 2 Here- 
ticks; and among them againf — Nowes 
rianifts by name. Inſtead of giving — 
_ Carholick Churches to the Nowvarraniſts, it 
commands them to reſtore ſuch of them 
as they had uſufped; and declares, that 
they ought in reaſon to have none of their 
_ Inſtead of diſowning the Catholick 
\ Biſhops and Privits, and requiring Men to 
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become wat ffs, it prohibits the N- 
vatianiſtsto pervert their Servants to their 


Superſtition, and ta ordain or be ordain- 
ed; and it imphes, that they had no true 
Prieſts among them. In ſhort, it confitms 

gainſt them, and prohibits them to in- 


vate or to take ahy Liberties) which 


had been before denied them, or (as the 


Excerpter 'expounds:the Word out of Ga- 


thofred) to baild any: nem C harches. And 


the only Colour which the Exer pter has 


to call this a Lai made in behalf of the 


Novartianiſts. is, becauſe it does not take 


away from them the Meeting Houſes 


which they had in Cities, as it does from 


ſome other Hereticks. And new, who 


would: not be aſtoniſhed, that a Man 


| ſhould: have the face ta urge à ſevere 


Law made az4ir/t the Novatianiſts byiname, 
as a Law made in their Favour, on this 
thin Pretence, that it was leſs ſevere to 


them than to ſome others, He might as 


well maintain, that our Laws lating to 


Felons were made in behalf of Feloas, 
becauſe they do not command them to be 
' hang'd drawn and quarter d like; Tray: 
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| 0 | The e 3 . N | 
4 ſhall meet with, more mperial 
© and Laws, which ſupport ab uchi 


the. Novatian Biliogs « an the Head of | | 


< [their feſpectiye Heople, But moſt of 


Mr Inſtances Ars: really, againſt him- 


ſelf. For inſtance, “ Conſtantene, ſajs be, 
called Aceflus, 3. ee Biſhop, to 
85 the Council of Nice, an- d diſcourſed a- 
7 micably with him upon theit Dadtrine 

„of Repentance. But his e -A 


6, 5 Biſhop there is not aal With; 
4 much jeſs is any thing ſaid which oo 
like a juſtifying bim as ſuch, by his 


« Imperial Hand and Authority. Con. 


* & fhantius ſet out heavy Edicts againſt. the 
« Novatians,,, hich the. Arians executed. 


i 4 great Rigour. Valens order d their 
« Churches in Conſtantinople to be ſhut 


« up. Leontius took away their Churches 


g in Phrygia, and Boniſ ace in Rome. And 


« they had the ſame Uſage from the then 


1 Biſhop of Alexandria. But chis, to be 
- & {ure was not done without the Know- 
40 ledge of I heodoſius (Junior) a the pre- 
« ſent Emperor.” But there are two 
things which have the ſhadow * an Ar- 
e | 
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i Excerpts, p. 8. 
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„ Novirianift Biſhop of Conſtants on 
 *'behalf of thoſe Who owned the Thice 
„ Perſons' of che Trinity to be conſub- 
tal, Has on behalf of the 
«" Aris, Eunomias on behalf of his Fol- 
N and Eleaſius on behalf of the 


Mucelomians, delivered to Theodaffus the 


< 


Great, by his Order, an Account in 
_ <'Writi 46 their evlpeltive Op inions. 


Aud The frus only ere bf" that 
*© Opinion which aſſerted the Trinity to 

«he conſubſtantial, and condemned the 

other Opinions as being contrary there - 
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4 tjaniſts on this Occaſſon, contrary to their 
Mind: Becauſe they proſeſs the ſame 
4 Faith concerning God as the Catholicks 
4% do.“ Now all that appeats from hence 
is, that Theodofras did not puniſh the No- 
— er- n b 1 5 | 
Excerpter's | Wagens 8 

G@) % Theadoſias the Great gare — 
* Novatians a freedom to convene in 

4 their Worſhip, becauſe they adhered 


„ to the » Aomoonfran Article. And he 


„ made a Law, which veſted them with 
te the ſame Privileges and Securities chick 


the urches enjoy d, bid- 
« ding them to fear nothing, but to pro- 
“ ceed boldly.” For Proof the Excerpter 


refers us in his Mat . 8 n ert INS 5. 
C. 11. (Read 10.) 0 e 
Anſw. The — probably to males 

* Proofs more numerous, introduces this 
as a different Argument from the other, 
but it is really one and the fame with it: 
only this is Socrazes's Relation of this Mat- 
ter, as the former was Sazomen's. The 
whole Truth is, The 4ria»s-had grievouſly 
perſecuted not only the Catholicks bur 
p the Nee for Wee the ek 
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nity. On which 0 the Ca- 
tholicks came in Power, they were the leſs 


ſevere to the Novattaniſts,: their Fellow- 
_ Sufferers: - And Zloodefile here granted 
them a Toleration, or as the Excerpter 


expreſſes it, Freedom to cun dene in , 

without faar of being puniſhed 
for it; * — Freedom to convene in 
Cities, aiFavour ſhewn to no other Hes 
reticks (). And the moſt that Socrates 


fays, is, That Theodoſius gramted that 
4 the Churches of the Nouaranifidhould 
, enjoy the Privileges which the Churches 


«© his o. Faith did? (N ie. as Va- 
le fins, obſerves upon tha place, he gave to 


the Places of their religious Worſhip, 
* 1 he Rights of Sanctuary. alid uf beceiv- 


ing Legacies, and the like (r. Now 


fo all this it by ino means follows, ! that 


Theodoſi us commanded any Men to ac. 
ere er eee 1 
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A! nempe Votre Mind. 

(4 Socr. 11. E. Z. 5. c. 10. o Abe et irikiun, 
xen „ Tee inan ius & vTWY (Nucl, & i © 
8. (J. as) Tis avis Tinws ixun. 


(r) Privilegia Eccleſiarum ſunt Jus Aſil, Jus Legaia 
accipicudi. & fimilia. | 
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Jae figs nee x => utmoſt Fa- 
Chrilfian, Emperors ever 
1. — the Puke taviſts, Was, that they 
ometim ; tolerare them, In one place 
. he. 2/8, that; the , Emperors exempied 
the Novatians e arid Goods , from. the 
Ky — rate of, t Lam which Ms other 
Seets underwent: and in 1 5 place (i) 
he confeſſes, that the 2 did not depritie and 


inlubit the Catholick., Bi joaps 4% execure od 
Ne A — 177 7 # 10 ¹ 1:1 5 4400 1 
9 ee Th 75 ; 1 wy 5 5714 (1 4 +75 110 Ot 
. — Wr 44 9 — _ 4} 
— 9 — p. 87. e ee — oe wi 
dis Ihid. . Tea | 5 
But 


But che Exctrprer (s) giving 2 
mary Moir of the "Favour o 


pire to the Novatianifts, ſays, 


rived the 0 hops, or laid 


enabled the Novatian Biſhops 
PF „N and detain. „ ² ˙ 2 
Auſw. This is a fir ConfetBion of en 


Favour which the Empire ever ſhey/ d to 
the Novatiun 'Biſhops, was, that it ſume- 
times tolerated them: For that is all 
which the Excerpter means by theſe Words. 
Now how did this diſenable the Catho- 


tick Biſhops to rexitigne Spy pe rt of their 


r or People? It d mn not prohibit 
of the Novarianifts to turn Catho- 
lic s. And till they dit 


them to their Communion. 

But perhaps the Excerpter means, that 
Toleration did not diſpoſe the Novatianiſty 
to ſubmit to the Catholick 2 24 as 


Penal Laws would: have done.” 
we — — 1 — . — 3 | 


©, 603 © $7. 
% c * - * 
8 / 


leere! e Power fo fur ds. 
of. heat Diftritts and People, 5 it 5 


is moſt certainly true, that the utmoſt 


turn, the Catholicck 
Biſhops neither could nor would receive 


Ae. 


** 


not prove, that to tolerate the / 


If the Novatianiſts had obtained a perſect 
Toleration, they would have been 7 


ſame Condition, as if there had been 6 
Laws relating to them. And if there had 
been no Laws relating to them, it ou, 
not have properly ſaid,” that the 


Laws gave any thing to them, or 8227 
1 thing from the Catholicks.-. . 
This not prove, that che k 


. = 


that 


aſſuming. the Vovatianiſts: but only 


it did not lely them by Penal 3 | 

em 
by other Methods. Buſdes #F hinder n Man 
from regaining his Right, and ot to help 


withſtanding which, it might 


rs to regain it, are very different thin 
Thus the to prove oe 
_ Chriſtian Emperors deprived the Catho- 
lick Biſhops and poſſeſs'd the Nowarie: 
niſtt of their Sees, "quotes — 
of the Theodoſi es ah two: whereof are 
expreſly againſt the Nowatianiſts by name ; 
the third does indeed tolerate them in 
ſome meaſure, but orders, that if they 
had taken any "thing away from the Ca- 
tholicks, they ſhould: reſtore it; ſo far is 
it from giving Toy any thing 85 ho 
" tho- 


- 


— neee tema ir dees 

"oF 

| was to diſpoſſeſs the Catholick Biſhops, 
and bring the Novatianiſts into their Sees. 


bindered-the Carticlick Biſhops from re- 
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ther aw: ot extant iu that Code, uhich 
is awry ſeuere one againſt the Nowas 
tiamiſtt by name Ad laſtly, he urges 
that Tihendaſiui the Great tolerated them: 

N 7 5 very Notion of 2 Loleration 


implies; that he did not he them imo, 
nor canſirm them in any Sees which be. be: : 
longed to others. Wei e ee on nod 


And now every one muſt. ſuſpect that 

this; Author, writes booty, who does not 
obſerve, that he often gives us his own 
Account or Paraphraſe of Authors and 
Laws, inſtead of tlie Original, and either 

bately refers to the original Paſſages, Dr 
only produces two orithtee Words out 
of the 8 them, Which no one 
dean ji of by themſelves (v enpect- 
ing, no 7 that moſt of his Readers, 
rather than he at the pains: of conſulting 
_ the: Paſſages themſelves, will: take bis 
Word} that he has not miſrepreſented 
them. . But When he is upon Points 
which he is able to make out, he fills his 
Marin With large Quotations. For In- 
ſtance, When he proves (x), that Julian 

the Apoſtate een Ting n. ny | 
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* that their Oppof tion to their rightful Spi- 
ritual Governours was one cauſe why the 
.* Catholicks differed with them: both cer- 


tain Truths, but which make nothing a- 
gainſt „ 
The Excerpter draws another Argument 


from the Hiſtory of the Novatianiſts. ( 


* If we look into the Epiſtle which 
St. Dionpſius the famous Biſhop of A. 


© lexandria, wrote to Novatian (on account 


* of his pretending to be Biſhop of Rome), 
ee ſhall find, that it was Wp 
&< that the Empire? s Depoſition of a Biſhop 


* 


* ſtifiable, that came into his See on that 


& account”. To make out this the Ex- 


+.>3- 


Was not competent, nor a Succeſſor ju- 


cerpter wiſcly conceals the Epiſtle,” and 


only gives us his Paraphraſe of it, as he 


calls it. Inſtead whereof I ſhall preſent 


the Reader with ſo much of the Epiſtle 
it ſelf, as the Excerpter alludes to (2). 
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bo Dionyfius to Brother Novatas(ſo the Greeks 
25 miſtake called Novatian) ſendeth Greet- 


< ing. If you were, as you ſay, forced in 


4 toSchiſm (by ſome of the Brethren) a- 
te gainſt your Will, you will prove it to 
be true, if you voluntarily return to 
e the Church. For you ought to have 
< undergone any Suffering whatſoever to 

6 have avoided making a Diviſion inthe 
5 Church of God. And to have under- 
© gone a Martyrdom for the Unity of the 

40 Church, would have been as honoura- 
5 ble, as to have undergone it to avoid 
« ſacrificing to Idols“. 

It will, I believe, puzzle any ae he 
has not read the Excerpter, to gueſs what 
Colour he had to draw any Argument 
from this Epiſtle. But he argues to this 
effect; Poſſibly none were ſaid to be 
« Martyrs at that time of the Church, 
<&< but thoſe that died by a Sentence in the 

„ publick Court, at the Aſſizes and pub- 
ick times of Juſtice, for capital Crimes. 
&« Mr. Dodwel, De paacitate Martyrum, 
8 6. 88, 89, was of this Opinion. If ſo, 
( Diomſiuss Exhortation to Novatus, to 
. * ſuffer Martyrdom rather than accept of 
_ &. a full See, implies, that tho*. the Em. 
* peror had commanded him to accept of 
4 ſuch a See on pain of Death, rol ought 
"6 to have refuſed „ | 


N 4515 w. 


\ 


— 
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| Aſo, Here the Eacerpter according to 
his Cuſtom, having firſt repreſented his 


_ Concluſion to be certain, afterwards owns 
the Propoſition from which he drew it, 
to be but poſſibly true. And it is certainly 
falſe : And were it true, would not war- 
_ rant bis cenclotien. ooo 2H 
Mr. Dodnel ſays nothing of the Mat- 


ter. St, Cyprian was contemporary to Dic- 


mas and Novatian; and he calls thoſe 
Martyrs who. ſuffered death for the Pro- 
feſſion of the true Religion, tho? they did 
not ſuffer by any judicial Sentence. If 
« a Man, ſas he (a), ſhould, in flying 
4 from Perſecution, be killed in a Deſert 
* by Robbers, wild Beaſts, Hunger, 


„ Thirft or Cold, or be drowned in the 


Sea: Chriſt beholds his Soldier fight- 


ing whereſoever the Engagement be, 


7 2 - _ 3 1 
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(4) Epift. 58, Si fy ientem in folirudine ac mon - 
tibus latro oppreſſerit, fera invaſerit, fames aut ſitis 


aut frigus afflixerit, vel per Maria præcipiti Naviga - 


tione properamem tempeſtas ac procelja ſubmerſit: 


ſpectat Militem ſuum Chriſtus ubieung; pugnantem, & 
rſecutionis cauſa pro nominis ſui honore morienti 


premium reddit, quod daturum fe in reſurrectione pro- 
miſit. Nec minor eſt Martyrii gloria, non publice & 
inter multos periſſe, cum pereundi cauſa fir propter 


Chriſtum perite. Sufficit ad teſtimonium Martyrii ſai 


teſtis ille, qui probat Martyres & coronat. Imitemur, 
_ frarres dilectiſſimi, Abel juſtum qui initiavit Martyria 


dum propter juſtitiam primus occiditur. | 
- Ee 2 2:2;  *aal 
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4 
„ his Name, gives him the Reward 
cc 


< not the leſs glorious, tho? he do not die 
17 Publick and before a Multitude. For 
« he is a ſufficient Witneſs of his Mar- 


and becauſe he dies for the Honour of 
which he has promiſed to beſtow at tbe 


Reſurrection. And ſince he dies for 
the ſake of Chriſt, his Martyrdom. is 


©. tyrdom, who approves.and crowns the 


« Martyrs... Let us imitate, Brethren * 


the righteous Abel, who was the fir 


Martyr, being the firſt who was killed 
& for Righteouſneſs ſake. Thus we ſee. 

St. Cyprian whoſe Authority cannot be 
queſtioned, gives the Title of Martyr to 


Abel, who was ſecretly murdered, and to 
all others, the occaſion of whoſe Death 
is their Zeal for the true Religion, tho 


it be not the direct and immediate Cauſe c 


of i 8 
But ſuppoſin ug for Argumeat's ſake, that 


none had been properly called Martyrs, but 
thoſe who had been condemned and exe- 
cured for. their Religion by the Civil Ma- 


giſtrate; there would be no reaſon to un- 


derſtand this Paſſage of a proper Martyr- 
dom. For not one word. is ſpoken of 


the Emperor: And Nowvatzan is not ſaid 


to have pretended to have been forced 


. him, but by ſome Chriſtian Bre- 


thren 
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thren (G). And therefore upon ſuch a. 
Sappoſit ion, the meaning of Diozyſius would 


plainly be this. You pretend you were 
brought to oppoſe Cornelius out of 
« Fear of ſome Suffering from the Bre- 


* thren. But you ought to have under- 
„gone from them the ſharpeſt Suffer- 


ing, even as painful a Death as that of 


« Martyrdom uſually is, rather than have 
„made a Schiſm. „ oF 
The Excerpter argues much in the ſame. 


manner with relation to the Donat iſts, as 


T have ſhewn him to do with relation to 


the Novatianiſts, The Caſe of the Donatiſts, 


was this, Cæcilian had been regularly 


conſtituted Biſhop of Carthage. Soon af- 


ter, his Enemies procured a Council to 
aſſemble at Carthage, conſiſting of ſeventy 
Biſhops who were Traditors (c), 1. e. 


 whoin time of Perſecution to elcape Suf- 
fering, had-delivered their Bibles to the 


Heathens. This Council depoſed Ceci- 


lian on ſeveral falſe Pretenſes, and conſti- 
tuted Majorinus Biſhop of Carthage in his 
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le) V. Auguſtin. contra Creſconium, IL. 3. cap. 27, 
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ſtead (4). Majorinus's Patty happened to 
be denominated Donatifts from one Dona. 
tus an eminent Biſhop among them. Cæ· 
cilian would not ſubmit to this Cartbagi- 
nian Council, and thereupon the Donatiſts 


deſired Conſt ant ine, that the Cauſe between 5 


them and Ceæcilias might be tried by 
ſome foreign Biſhops : and accordingly 
by his appointment the Cauſe was tried 
by a Council of Italian and French Bi- 
ſhops at Rome. That Council abfolved 
Cecilian, and the Donatiſts appealed from 
it to Conſtantine, He ordered another 
Council of Biſhops to try this Cauſe at 
Arles, and the Donatiſis appealed to Con- 
ſtantine from their Sentence alſo, and then 
Conftintine tried the Cauſe in Perſon; and 
gave it againſt the Doxariſts, And in the 
next Century there was a Conference held 
at Carthage between the Catholicks and 
 Donatiſts under Marcellinus one of Hono- 
riuss Magiſtrates, who adjudged the 
Cauſe to the Catholicke. The Donatiſts 
were alſo guilty of ſeveral Errors: Par- 
ticularly they rebaptized Catholicks, and 
denied Penitence to Lapſers, probably to 
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- (4). 1bid. Adde Brevic. Collat: Carthag. 3 di. cap. 
5. Ibid, Col. 582. Excerpts, p. 22. ; x, Fry 


contra - 
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contradict the Imputation of having been 
Lapſers themſelves. i 
It is plain from the Hiſtory of the Dona- 

tiſts, as was before ſhewn, that Chriſtian 
Emperors had ſupreme Authority in Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Matters. And therefore it is 
ſtrange, that the Excerpter ſhould attempt 
to ſhew from this Hiſtory, that they have 
no Authority, A Man might with a ber- 
ter colour pretend to prove from thence, 
the Superiority of the Emperors over Sy- 
nods in Eccleſiaſtical Matters: ſince it was 
a Sy nod of Seventy Biſhops, which con- 
demned and depoſed Cæcilian, and it was 
Conſtantine and Epiſcopal Judges appoint- 
ed by him, who abſolved him; and the 
Catholick Church adhered to the Deter- 
minarions of Conſtantine and of the Judges 
appointed by him in oppoſition to the 
Sentence of that Council. However let 
us ſee how the Excerpter argues. 
He beftows great pains (e) to prove, 
That if Men be guilty of Schiſm alone, 
* it is a ſufficient ground to ſeparate from 
„them: that the Church avoided Com- 
* munion with the Doxari/ts, becauſe they 
were Schiſmaticks: and that their 


— 


e) Excerpts, po 1, &c. & alibi, . | | 
I « Schiſm 


| 424 A TREATISE againſt the 
„ Schiſm conliſted in bringing their Bi- 


< ſhops into full Secs by a falſe Succeſſion 


“ contrary to the Church s Laws.” 


Anſiv. Should all this be granted, it by 


no means follows, that it is contrary to 


the Church's Laws for Princes on juſt Oc- 
calions, to make ſome Sees void Which 
were full, or in other words, to deprive 
Criminal Biſhops.  _ 

The Excerpter proceeds, 6 Chriſtian 


„ Emperors concurred to deprive the Ca- f 
4 tholick Biſhops and to poſleſs the Po- 


« zatiſts of their Sees. 6 
Anſiv. in general. This Fact we aſſert 1285 


to be notoriouſly falſe. 


Jo prove it, the Excerpter brings {e- 
veral Arguments. 

« Was not Conſtantine. himſelf ſo le 

oo lee as at leaſt to confirm Cæci- 

4 lianus's Depoſition and Removal ? Since 


« we find in St. Auſtin ( Brevic, Collat, 


& Carthag. 3 diei Col. 59o.), that he was 
« confined to Brixia by his Order, for 
the preſent Peace (5). 

Anſu. As our Adverſaries agree with 


the Donat iſts, in blaming the Catholicks 


for acknowledging the SUpremacy of the 


* ww — 
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wires 


H. ia, p. 19. 


Civil Power in Eccleſiaſtical Matters (g) 
ſo the Excerpter concurs with them alfo 
in this particular Objection. For. at the 
Conference at Carthage they attempted to 
prove, what they had olten told their 
Followers, that C ęcilian was condemned 
by Con ſtant ine. To this purpole they al- 
ledged a Paſſage out of Optatus which re- 
| lates to the above mentioned Occurrence, 
viz, Cæcilians being detained at Brixia. 
But upon reading Optatus, it appeared 2 
OY that he ſaid nothing, which implied that 
Conſtantine ever condemned (æcilian, but 
expreſly aſſerted, that Cæcilian was ac- 
quitted by all his Judges; which raiſed a 
des Laughter at that Conference G) 
ont do e ay 


23 
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| I) Brevig. Collat. Carthag. 3 di. Col. 590. Re- 
>; citantibus Donatiſtis ubi air ([Optatus): Eodem tempore 
ö idem Donatus petiit, ut ei reverti licuiſſet & ad Car- 
tbaginem accederet: Tunc a Philomeno Suggeſtore ejus 
| Jmperatori ſuggeſium eſt, ut bono pacis Cecilianxs 
Brixe teneretnr, & factum eft. In quibus verbis Op- 
tati, cum omnino nulla Cæciliani damnaiio, ſicut ill 
demonſtraturos ſe eſſe promiſcrant, reperiri potuiſſet, 
juſſit Cogui:or totam paginam xecitari, ut de ſuperio- 
ribus & inferioribus verbis, voluntas ejus qui ſcripſe- 
rat, noſceretur: & ex officio recitatum eſt; Cæcilia- 
nus omnium ſupra memoratorum ſententiis innocens eſt 
Pronunciatus. Quod cum recitaretur, Donatiſtæ dixe- 
runt, hoc {+ non petiſſe recitari, ſtomachantes adver- ” 
ſns eos, qui riſum renere non poterant, cum audiffent 
1 quam apertam contra ſemeripſos pagiuam N 
„ A ugu- 
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And other Arguments which the Don. 

WT  rifts brought, happened to turn againſt 
= them and to prove plainly, that Conſtau- 

5 tine did not condemn Cæcillan, So that 

| the Donatifts had no better Succeſs than 

| to convict themſelves, and to be laughed 
at for their Pains. And yet the Excerprer 

has the Boldneſs to renew their Attempt. - 
But I am perſwaded, his Succeſs will be 


| "IF the ſame, as theirs: and that this Occur» 
E rence, as recited out of Optatas, in the 

| Conference at Carthage, will, when con- 
fidered, prove no Advantage to our Ad-. 
„ ũ 975”, 
_ Optatus having related the Proceedings 


ol the Roman Council, and that the Po- 
natiſts appealed from their Sentence to 
Con ſtantine, and that thereupon Conſtan- 

tine called them mad; proceeds thus. 
(i) At the ſame time e e 

FFF or 
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Auguſtini Epiſto/a 152. Col. 698.  Protulerunt codicem 
Optati; unde quaſi probarent Czcilianum ab Impera- 
tore damnatum : qui codex cum contra illos Jegere- 
tur, & magis oftenderet, Cæcilianum fuiſſe purgatum, 
ab omnibus riſi ſunt. 1 5 
(i)] Eodem tempore idem Donatus petiit, ut ei re- 
verti ad Carthaginem contingeret. Tunc a Filymino, 
ſufftagatore ejus, Imperatori ſuggeſtum eſt, ut bono 
pacis Cæciliauus Brixiz ,retineretur: & factum eſt. 
Tuyc duo Epiſcopi ad Africam miſſi ſunt, Eunomius 


— „ 


© rained at Brixis; which was done. 


* ſeditious Party did not ſuffer this to be 


e tence” of thoſe Biſhops, Eunomius and 


ginta, ut pronuntiarent ubi eſſet Catholica. Hoc ſedi- 
tioſa pats Donati ficri paſſa non eſt. De ſtudiis par- 


tentia eorum Epiſcoporum Eunomii & Olimpii talis 
poſſe. Sic communicaverunt clero Cæciliani & reverfi 


Hoc audito, Cæcilianus ad ſuam plebem properavir. 


„ * 4 
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© for leave to return to Corrhage. Then 
it was ſuggeſted to the Emperor, that 
*© for Peace fake Cæcilian ſhould be de- 
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„ limpus. were ſent to Africa to ordain One 
<-inftead of the TWO Who were to be 
e fer aſide, They came to Carthage, and 
4 ſtaid there Forty Days to declare which 
as the Catholick Church. Doratus 8 


* 


« done. There was every Day a Noiſe 
4 and Contention occaſioned by Party 
* Zeal. It is wrirten, that the final Sen- 


Olimpius was, that that was the Ca- 


— 
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& Olimpius, ut remotis duobus unum ordinarent. Ve- 
nerunt apud Carthaginem : fuerunt per dies quadra- 


tium ſtrepitus quotidiani ſunt habiti: noviſſima ſen- 


legitur; ut dicerent illam eſſe Catholicam, qu eſſet in 
toto otbe tetrarum diffuſa: & ſententiam decem & 
novem Epifcoporum, jamdudum datam, diflolvi non 


ſunt, De iis rebus habemus Volumina actorum. Quod 
{i quis voluerit, in noviſſimis partibus legat. Cum hæc 
erent, Donatus ultro prior ad Carthaginem redit. 


Hoc modo iterum renovellatz ſunt paries. Oprati, 


«ye e 
L tholick 


| . 45 cholick Church ics was VIE over” 
„ the whole Earth; and that:the- Judg- £ 
* ment of the Raus Council could not 


ebe diſſolved. So they communicated 


ce with Cecilian's Clergy, and returned. 


c We have the Volumes of Records of 


< theſe; Matters. While theſe things 
« were doing, Donatus of his own ac- 


e cord, firſt returned to Carthage; which 
4 when Cæcilian heard, he haſten'd to 


«/ his People. By this means the Parties 


„ Were again revived.” - 


This Paſſage does not in the. leaſt prove, 


| that Conſtantine condemned Cæcilian, and 


confirmed his Rival in his See. The Excerp- 


ter is ſo free with Conſtantine: upon this Oc- 


caſion as to ſay (, © That great Emperor 
vas fluctuating and inconſtant in ſome of 
e his Motions concerning Church Affairs. 
But he has not made good this Charge; 


and it is utterly incredible, that Conſtan- 
tine ſhould call the Danatiſts mad for ap- 
pealing from that Council which abſolved 
Ceæcilian, and yet condema him at the 
ſame time before he bad heard the 


Cauſe. 


" (k) Excerpts, p. 41. 


99 


But 


. 
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But this Paſſage proves that it was de- 
ſened, not on account of Cæcilians being 
condemned, but for the ſake of Peace, to 


remove Cæcilian as well as his Rival Bi- 
ſhop, Donatas, who, had ſucceeded Me. 
 jorinas, and in their room to conſtitute a, 


third Perſon Biſhop of en in a 
both Parties might unite.,, 
The principal Perſon in this D ſign of” 


| Conſtantine, for whoſe Opinion our Adver- | 
| faries (1) expreſs a great reſpect, hen 


they think it agrees with their own. We 
may well conclude that the Perſons ho 
went to execute this Deſ en approved of 
it themſelves; and they were two Ca: 
tholick Biſhops. And it is highly pro- 
bable, that the Catholicks in 1:aly appro- 


ved of it alſo; becauſe we hear nothing 


to the contrary, and the two Biſhops 
who were to execute it, came from thence 
and returned thither. WE | 

The meaning of this Sentence, Done- 
tuss ſeditious Party did not ſuffer. THIS 


to be done, ſeems to be, That the Donatiſts 


refuſed to conſent to the - Deprivation, of 
ee and to o ſubmit to the Third, Per-. 
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(1) Mr. Collier's b. H. Vol." '2. P. 611, And even 
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ſon who ſhould be conſecrated in the 
room of him and Cecilia: and that this 
Refaſal of theirs was ſeditious. For what 
the Donat iſts would not ſuffer Earomins 
and Olimpius to do, muſt be what thoſe 
two Biſhops attempted to do; and what 
they attempted to do was probably what 
they were ſent to do; and they were ſent 
to remove Donatus and Cxcilian and to 
conſecrate a third Perſon. And I appre- 
hend from this Paſſage, that Eunomius 
and Olimpius did accordingly in the firſt 
An! attempt to remove Cæeilian and 
ozatas, and to conſecrate a Third Per- 
ſon, and thereby to unite both Parties: 
And when the Donatiſt would not ſub- 
mit to this, theſe two Biſhops endeavour- 
ed to inform themſelves which ſide was 
in the right, that they might be able to 
acquaint thoſe who ſent them, which fide 
_ ought to be communicated with 
The laft Sentence; While theſe things 
were doing, Donatus of his owa Accord firſt 
returned to Carthage; which when Cæcilian 
beard, he haſtend to bis People : By this 
means the Parties were again revived; ſeems. 
both to charge the Continuance of the 
Schiſm upon this, that Cæcilian and Do- 
matus were not depoſed, but returned to 
Africa to head their reſpective Adherents. 
And it ſeems alſo particularly to blame 
PE „ Donat us, 


4 
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1 e bectuſe he returned fr and f 
luis omn accord, and while theſe things were 
 daing, and before it was {een whether this 
Den would take effect or no, and there- 
by manifeſted his Diſlike af and Deſire to 
oppoſe this Deſigu. 55 3 
And if this be the meaviog of. Kt 
Sentences, then Optatas, an eminent Bi- 
ſhop and Advocate of the Catholick 
Cauſe in oppoſition to the Donat iſes, ap- 
proved of this D-j2»; lor he calls the 
Donatifts ſeditiaus, for hindring it. And 
the Catholicks in Africa did not oppoſe 
it. For Optatas would never e 
the Donatifts ſeditious, for only doing the 
ſame thing as the Catholicks did. And 
the only Perſons who appear to have op- 
poſed this Deſign are the Dozatits, and 
they are called ſeditzoxs tor ſo doing, as I 
oo obſerved. 
oy tatus does not ſay expeeſly;, who ent 
| Biſhops, - Eanamius and: Ohmpius. 
3 himſelf ſays (), that Conſtan- 
tine ſent them. And there is no juſt rea- 
ſon to doubt it, fince no other Perſon is 


25 mentioned who could fend them, and he 


Was the Principal in the Deſign, and to 


* 


f (m)] In anno 313. 37. e | « 


promote 


. 
5 
i 
[ 
1 
| 
4 
ö 
| 


whe ou rite © Bnet we oy 


Biſhop, and conſtitute; another in his 


| « 8 * Pe 
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promote it, detained Cæcilias at Brixid- 
Albaſpingas (u) ſays, That Melchiades 
« Biſhop of Rome muſt needs ſend them, 


© hecauſe without the Papal Commiſſion 


« they could not have had Authority to 


. ordain a Biſhop in Africa”. But that 


Argument will weigh only. with thoſe 
who take the Papal Supremacy for grant- 
ed. And for ought that appears in this 
Paſſage of Optatus, we might as well 
conclude, that Preſter John ſent them. 
However if we ſhould ſuppoſe for 
Argument's ſake, that theſe Legates were 
ſent by the Eccleſiaſtical Power; then it 
will follow, that the Church then thought 
that ſhe might for the ſake of her own 
Peace, remove an innocent and worthy 


room: which will confirm the third Head 3 
of ais Treariſe.--. ore ig. aioled 
If Conſtantine ſent them, as in all pro- | 
bability he did; then we may conclude, 
that he judged himſelf: to have Authority | 
to deprive an innocent Biſhop for the good 
of the Church: and that Eunomius, Ohm: 
pius, and probably Optatus, and the 
Churches of Africa and Italy, acknow- 
liedged Conſtantine to have that Authority. 7 
. 3 a Ae 5 85 I - 
Rn” c 
() In locum. : 
e And f 
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Andi if Conſtantine: might rightfully De- 
prive an innocent Biſhop for the good of 
the Church; much more might he De. 
prive a Criminal Biſhop for the like End. 
2. Conſtantine” granted the Donat is 
Han Indulgence, and releaſed their Exile 
i a Re ſcript to Verinus his Vicarꝰ (0. 
Aar. 1. When the former Argument, 
drawn by the Donat iſti at the Conference 
at Cuithage from Cxcilian's being detained 
at Brjxia, failed them; they produced 


this very Argument to prove, that (on- 


ſluntine condemned Cætilian after ward. 


ly from this very Indulgence,” that Con- 


ſtantine abſolved Cætilias and - puniſhed 
the Donatiſts; that St. Aoſtin obſerves of 

this and another Argument of the Dona- 
eie, ( That it ſeemed hardly poſſible, 


that the Ponatiſis could have urged any 


thing more ad vantageous to the Catho- 
lick Cauſe (9. 
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(p) Aug. contra Donatiſias poſt Collationem, Vol. 
7. Col. 623. Addiderunt cjuſdem Imperatoris literas 
ad Verinum Vicatium datas, ubi cos gtaviter deteſta- 
tur, & Domini judicio qui, jam in eos cceperat. vindi- 
care dimittens 1 indulgentia de exilio 


relaxavit. Ita manifeſtiſſime conſtitit, non ſolum nul- 
lam Cæciliani damnationem fuiſſe poſtea conſecutam, 


Vor. I. | Ff verum 
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434 A Trxz ation ga the 


c is not aſhamed to repeat an Argu- 
ment, which was {0  milerably// baffled: 


many Ages 280. 


Hnſv. 2. 1 have before ſhown, "havin; 


Indulgence or Toſeration of the *Danz- 
riffs implies, that the 
poſſeſs them of their Sees. And the Ex« 
cerprer himſelf anſwers this Argument for 
me in the Words immediately following. 
tb This Indulgence was not to the Advan- 
„ tage of the Dontatiſts Cauſe, Which 

4 Conſtantine deteſted at the fame time, 
Hremitting them 10 God's Judgment, 
and exf — 5 it ſhertly to nen | 

| Anſm. . "The Excerprer bidafelf gives a 
fecond e to this Objection. Julian, | 
« ſays he (9), repoſſeſs'd the Dondtiſts of 
« che Churches which they had uſurped, 
4 but were diſpoſſeſsd ol. For Conſtan- 
© ;ive the Father ſuppreſꝭ d them by ſe- 
„ veral Laws. No this implies, that 
Conſtantine did not ſo far indulge the Dana- 
tiſts, as to reſtore to them the Churches 
which he had taken from them. 
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did not _ 


«þ * ale che 4 poſtate diſpoſleſſed Ds | 
a 


tholick Biſhops « of their Sees, and 
7 brought Fe Donatiſ Biſhops i int their 


- FR” 


Anſw, WI 1 1 this he true or falſe, 1 
Mall not ſtay to conſider; becauſe the Ex. 


cerprer himſelf ( ſays, « That Falian 


4 Jid it with a declared and apparent de- 
6e fign to deſtroy ce by it, and 
“introduce Idolatry: an 
renounced Eccleſiaſtical Jurifdiction. © _ 
| 4: © Maximinianus a Donati(} r=. 


oppoſed Primianus the [ork Biſh op | 
i 


K of Carthgee; which cauſed the Donat 
© <0 be ſubdivided into Primianiſis and 
« Maximipianiſts. And the Empire turn d 
the Maximinianiſts out of the Churches 
< which they had poſſeſſed, and reſtored 


| 15 them to the Primiqniſts, and receiv'd a 
« and municipiz d the Brite fr as an 


African National Church“ (7). 

- Azyſm. The Empire did not think fit to 
| tolerate the Maximinianiſts, as it did the 
 Primianiſts : and therefore it forced the 
N por 0 * N 1 
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' a Catholicis 


Jield te 5 Primianiſts n Mi as 1 0 
| 851 from the Excerpter's own Quotations 


w.),. it tarned them out of the Churches 
which belonged to the Donatiſt Party. And 
how does this prove, that the Empite de- 


prived the Catholick Biſhops of the 


Cburches which belonged to {Fg ? Or 


with What face can the Excerpter, upon 
this account, call the Primianiſts 4 Mani 
cipized National Church? Tins 


5. © We are not to quettion ; " "but 


&« that the Donati/ts did partake of the ge- 
< neral Indulgence granted in the Reien of 
5 Honorius and Theodefias (x). 1 

Anſw. Suppoſing this to be true, it 
ene that the Empire did not poſſeſs 
the Donariſts of their Sees: a8 1 before ob- 
g 


6 IN favour d the Ponatiſis i in 


5 22 7 the ane, of his Reign. Vid. Man- 
: = dats Ae e of Ley aa Cog 
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teſtales a Catholicis Imperatoribus miſſos de Baſi . 
excluſerint, & vi magna juſſionum & auxiliorum ce- 


dere ſibi compulerint. Aug. contra Pat menianum. LI. 1. 
c. 7. Vol. 7. Col. 20. 


(w) Excerpts, p. 37. Maximinianiſtas de Baſilicis 


ad partem wy nc (I. Donati) pertinentibus per judices 
mperatoribus miſſos, inſtanter excluſe- 
runt. Aug. «bi ſupra. Col. 22. 
(x) Excerpts, p. 36. | 
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«© njtors in 'Collat. (Carthag.) 1. di, $; 4 
Cad. Thecngſ 16. Tit. 1 1. I. 3. ed. Gotho- c 
© fred. Via. Juob. ener. Aaunotat. = 
« 16. * 6 * 0 | . EE 
Asſe. This Argument i is vropated very” 
ſport and with a general Reference, pro- 
bably that the Reader might not know, 
but there was great Weighit in it, vhere- 
15 op is really the fame Arenen with the 
a 5 
The Laws 535 to are agginſt tho 
Donariſtr, b but confirm the Repeal of a 
Toleration which had been 5 them, 
and thereby imply that they had been 
tolerated; The Law in the Lheodoſſan Code 
is contained in the Commiſſion to Marcel. 
linus, and confirms all former Laws in 
4 favour of the Catholick Religion, re- 
| ©. pealing 4 (certain) nem ſurreptitions Lam 
2). Tbe Commiſſion to Marcellinus, be- 
lides the abovementioned Law, contains 


+70? 


Lg 


Br Ibid. p. . ; 

(z) Cod. Theod. L. 16. . Ea quæ 
circa Catholicam Fidem vel olim ordinavic Tiere eres 
vel Parentum noſtrorum Auctoritas religioſa conſtituit, 
vel noſtra Serenitas roboravit, Novella Superſtitione 
(1. Subreptione) ſummora, integra & inviolata cuſtodiie 
præcipimus. Dat, IV, Id. Octob. Om” Varrane, 
*. C, Conſ-. =þ | 
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438 A Tatar apanſt the 


the following Paſſage (a). Weremem- 
ber the Oracle (or Reſcript), which 
_ ©. the Doratifts by a Left-hand' Tnterpre- 
tation, pretend may be profitable to 
e theit Ertor, which tho? it invited de- 
“ praved Minds to Reformation tnore 
« mildly (than former Laws have done), 
4e yet we have alſo beforecommanded it 
te be aboliſhed, leſt any occaſion 
* ſhould be given to Superſtitions, And 
_ ©< we no alſo think fit to abrogate the 
* ſurreptitious Law by the ſame Autho- 
“ rity, and with good Reaſon declare, 
* that we freely repeal what had been 
te enacted, leſt any one ſhould think 
that they may offend againſt Religion 
by ar erer. ont 
According to theſe Paſſages, there had 
been a Law furrepritiouſly obtained rela- 
ting to Swperſtirions, which the Donatifts 


c 
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l.) Coll. Carth, 1. di. S. 4. Nec fane latet con- 
ſcientiam noſtram ſermo cæleſtis Oraculi, quem errori 
ſuo poſſe proficere ſcæva Donatiſtarum interpretatio 

proſitetur, qui quamvis rr n animos ad correctio- 
nem mitius invitaret, aboleri eum tamen etiam ante 
ee ne qua ſuperſtitionibus præſtatetur otcaſio. 
Nunc quoq; excludendam ſubteptionhem fimili auctori. 
tate cenſemus, illudq; merito pfrofitemur, libenter nos 
ea quæ ſtatuta fucrant ſubmoyere, ne in divinum cul- 

5 tum nobis ſe quiſquam auctqtibus aſtimet poſſe pec- 
Care. | 75 


5 | inter- | 


a9 


interpreted might be profitable to their Er- 
ror, and thought that it gave them A. 


tberity to diſſent from the Catholick 


Church: But they were in the wrong iu 
Interpreting and thinking ſo; and the En- 
couragement they took from this Law 
was an Effect of their Miſtake, not of the 
Law it ſelf, which was deſigned to re- 
form therr Errors, tho' in a gentler way 
than other Laws had attempred it. From 
Which Deſcription of this Law we may 
- conclude it to have been a Toleration, 
The Excerpter alſo refers us to James 
Got hofred's Notes upon the Law in the 
Theodoſian Code. Now Got bofred does 


not there ſay one Tittle to his purpoſe, 
but calls this ſurreptitious Law, 4 Re- 


feript which gave Hereticks Power to aſſem- 
ble anil exerciſe their own Rites, and for a 
fuller Knowledge of it refers us to his 


Notes upon that other Law (5), Which 


F 7 5 a> 8 e — 
i d.- 
as 


% 


as he thinks Honorius means, when he 


ſpeaks of his having commanded this ſur- 


R „ 


, (6) vir. C. Theod. LI. 16. Tit. de Hereticis. 
te, 51. Oraculo penitus rempto, quo ad ritus ſups 


Hæreticæ ſuperſtitiones obrepſerant: iciant omnes 


Sunctæ legis inimici plectendos ſe pœna & proſcriptio- 
nis & ſanguinis, ſi ultra convenire per publicum exe · 
cranda ſceleris ſui temeritate tentayerim. Dat. VIII. 


Kal. Sept. Vatrane. V. C. Conf, 


4 repti- 


= 
— 
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5 reptitious Law 70 be aboliſh'd. even. 5 


granted that Commiſſion. to Marceſlinus. 


And in his Notes upon that other LAW, 
he plainly delivers his Judgment, that this 
ſurreptitious Law is the ſame Law as the 
Hfrican Fathers ſpeak of in the African 
Code in the Lear 410. And all that the 


Fathers there ſay is, At a Synod held 


ia, the Lear 310, the Bilbops? Florentias, 


* Pofrdius and Venantius, undertook a Le- 
%% gacy againſt the | Donariſts. At this 
« time there was a Law made, that e- 


very one might profeſs the Chriſtian 
“ Religion Leong to his free Choice! 


©). 
80 that from the Laws and Gothafred's 
N otes referr'd ro by the Excerpter, it ap- 


| pears, that the Favour ſhewn. to Here- 
ticks, and among them to the Donat t: 


by Honorius, was only a Toleration: And 


thate: even n this ene Was ed in 


1 4 
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(e) Codex Afric. Can. 107. apud Was 3 
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And therefore. if it had been ſuch a Law 
as the Excerpter repreſents it, it hardly con- 
tinued in force long enough for us to know 


what would have been the aviour 


of the Church with relation to it. 80 


that from the Whole, the Excerprer can 


draw nothing to his Advantage, except 


that he might have learned from Hono- 


riui's Commiſſion to Marcellinus, That to 
igterpret a Toleration of Errors to be à 


Law made in favour of them, is « Left. 


* 


; hand Interpretation, Ten 


8 


ter's Arguments, and ſhe wn that none of 


them prove that the Chriſtian Emperors 


deprived the Catholick Biſhops, and en- 
ſtated the Donat iſe in their Sees; but 
they rather prove the contrary, I will 
now ſhew, that the Chriſtian Emperors 
did neither bring the Donati into their 
Sees, nor confirm them in them, from 

two Teſtimanies 
allow to be 1 -195 1 Tag ln pt 
* 1, One is the "Excerpter himſelf, Fo 
he ſays (4), © That the Novatians had 
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the Lear 410, and was repeal'd by two, 
Laws. made ſucceſſively in the ſame Lear. 


1 1 have now gone through the Excerp: 


' » 
— 
* 
— q —— —— ren nr rag > — — 
r — — 


= K — wo * — —— 
2 4 _ Cs = — * 2 1 nd 
. Rs RES oops operon . . TI gs DR 
* 5 - ” er vs +M.. + vac 12 - * 1 > a - — 
} * — . 2 - . oa reds I ne he r 
8 8 . * g PRI. oy 2 
o 


which the Excerprer will | 
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& Abugdadce more Grace aud Favout 
« from the Empire than the Donatifts.”. 
From hence we may conclude, that the 
Chriſtian Emperors did neither enſtate 
nor confirm the Donatiſts in their Sees: 
becauſe 1 have clearly ſhewn, that the 
utmoſt Favour that the Empire ever grant - 


. 


ed to the Novatianifts was à Tolera- 


o 4 


2. The other Teſtimony is from St. 4. 
Bin, Who well knew the Hiſtory of the 
Donatiſts. And he declares (e), That 
* no one Was found to have publiſh'd_ 
* any, (Law) in their behalf, except Ju. 
n the Apoftate, who was an Enemy to 
« Chriſtian Peace and Pay ; becauſe he 
© was an Enemy to that Religion it ſelf, 
from which he had wickedly apoſtati- 
* zed.“ In theſe words, he not only de- 
nies,that any Chriſtian Emperor ever made 


. 


* 
- 


any Laws in favour of the Donarifts : bur 
{gems to imply, that they could not draw 
any Argument from Juliaus Favour to 
them for the Reaſon I have often men- 
tioned, ,viz. becauſe he was an Enemy 


to Chriſtianity. 


. 
. 


. 


—— ooam þ — — 


te] Contra Parmenianum, L. I. c. 7. Col. 22. Nec 
pro eis ( Donatiſtis) aliquid promulgaſſe quis inveni- 
tur, nifi Apoſtata Julianus, cui pax & unitas Chriſtia- 
na nimium diſplicebat: quandoquidem ipſa ei unde 
impie ceeiderat religio diſp icehat. | Th | 


The Pxettp ter ( ) draws: ER WY 
Gin from hy Hiftory of the Donatifts,” 
_ «« Before the Conference at Carthage the 


« Cat holick Biſhops make theſe Propoſals 
„ to Marcellinas, the Secular ror,” 
„ho preſided in the Conference: That 
: 22 Trath be foand on the Donatiſts fide, 
they will refrgn their Brſbopricks' to them + 
& bat if the Donatiſts be overcome, they 
| ©. ſhall on their Submiſſion, continue to poſſeſs 
Y their Honours with the Catholicks in the 
« ſume See in which they ſball be found Re. 
hs ſident; and when one ſhall die, the Survi. 
&« wor foul have the Juriſdiction entire. And 
& if Exceptions be taken at two Biſhops in ono 
6 City, the Catholick and Donatiſt Brſbops 
1 ſhut reſion, and the Biſhops that have fngl 
« Sers, ſhall oraain fingle Biſbops where m 
tt were refraing, Hence it is very evident, 
« that theſe African Biſhops had reſiding 
„ in themſelves wholly, ſolely, and inde- 
4 pendently of the Secular Power, the 
«Right to evacuate Biſhopricks, by Ro- 
« ſignations or Deprivations; to fill up 
« Biſhopricks when vacated; to difolve 
6 Biſhopricks ; to diſpenſe with two Bi- 
= 2 e in a a C or We 150 to 
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conſtitute new Biſhopricks. Had Marcel. 
4 Jinus s Power extended to but one, much 
t more all the foremention'd Acts, would 
0 theſe Biſhops have confmed theſe 
« Church Acts to themſelve : 
Anſww. 1. Suppoſing the Power of Mar- 
cellinas, who had a limited Commiſſion 
for a particular Purpoſe; not to have ex- 
tended ſo far; yet the Emperor's might. 
Anſo 2. The Queſtion is not whether 
Biſhops have Authority to deprive, but 
Whether they have it ſolely. Let the Ex- 
cerpter's Argument will not prove ſo much 
as that Biſhops have this Authority at all. 
If the Catbolick Biſhops had actually re- 
ſigned, it would not have proved it. For 
there are Offices, for Inſtance that of a 
Tutor, which a Man may reſign at Plea- 
ſure, or the Pupil's Parents may take a- 
way from him at Pleaſure, and yet he 
may have no Authority to deprive others 
of the like Office. There are many Of- 
fices in the State Which are held during 
the Prince's Pleaſure, and which Men are 
generally permitted to reſign at Pleaſure; 
viz. ſuch Offices as have more Dignity 
or Profit than Trouble, Let us put the 
Caſe of two Men contending at Law for 
ſome Civil Office, to be held during Life. 
One of them propoſes to the Judge before 
the Tryal, that if he be caſt, he will not 
=_—_ appeal 
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F 
Touble,: And that if he carry the Cauſe, 


4 


IT 4 


is Adverlaryz. on condition, he will ac. 
quieſce in the Sentence, (ſhall. be Copart- 
ner With him in the Office, and the Sur- 
vivor ſhall enjoy. the whole. This Propo- 
ſal is accepted and after ward executed. 
Now would all this prove, that this Man 
had a Supreme Authority, With relation to 
ſuch; Offices, and that the Judge himſelf 
had no Judicial . Authority, and that the 
Supreme Civil Power it ſelf had, neither 
Jud ial nor Legiſlative Authority in ſuch 


9 5 n . , +. , 1 ö Th P F: 123 
Mw . ens 1 i. een 
Andi if the 4#nal Reſignation. of theſe 


Biſhops. would not have proyed; them to 
have had Authority to. Deptive : much 
leſs, will their Propoſal to reſign, preſented 
to Marcellinas, prove ity (Nay, it will not 
prove to. much as that chey. had Aumonry | 
to Reſign, For all which can be concluded 
from it 10 d db e 00 SEE their Con- 
ſear; bur nos chat the, Conſent of chers 
Was unneceſſary : For there are Caſes. in 
which Men may not only promiſe, and 
_ oblige themſelves to reſign, but may actu- 
ally ſign a Reſignation; and yet that Re- 
ſignation thall not be valid, till it is ac- 
cepted by ſome third _Perſon veſted with _ 
competent Authority. Ja ſhort, the Pro- 
poſal made by theſe Catholick is none 
8 „„ 


- 


46 A Tian apt 


othit chan what the Proteſtant Bi ſhops in 
Ireland might a ck with relation to the 
pretended 2 75 iſhops there, and yet 
not be under 7904 thereby, either to deny 
the King's Authority i in Eccleſiaſtical Mat- 
ters, or to aſſert their own, Thus we ſee 
this Argument, from which the Excerpter 
draws ſuch large Concluſions, does not 
| 1 5 our What wWe freely grant him. 
mong theſe Objeftions drawn from 
the | Hiftor of the Punatiſes, the Excerp- 
ter (g) inſerts the following one. Theo-. 
« us decreed in his Reſcript, extant 0 
the end of Libellus Precum, preſente 
«him by Fauſtinus and Marcellinus in he: 
« half of the Lxoiferians, that the kay 5 5 
85 22 ſhould not be judicially proce 5 
_ © againſt, but have the W of their 
4 Oratories and Worſhip: "if yet the 
MN Catholicks did not communicate with 
them. 
Anu. This proves. that they © were to- 
190580 but not that the Catholick Bi- 
ſhops were deprived. 
Hitherto I have oRGASieA' the Catho- 
lick Examples brought by our Adverſa- 
ries. "And do RY Argue, "ow will ſlay, 
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from 


from any Bend Example 20 Led the 


| Hiſtorical Colleitor (h eee from or 


vw ? 1 . 
1 * 4 
* 


Practice of the 4rians. 
The Excerpter. 


one ee an- 


and ä rallies him ſeverely on that account. 
And therefore before 1 particularly pro- 
poſe this Objection of the Co/lefor, I can- 
not but apply to it the Eærerpter's Words, 
Mutat is mutandis. (i) How comes it, 
c that ſo great Streſs is laid on the Ariaus, 
“ and their Weight is ſo prevalent, as the 
may ek would have us believe it to 
4 Competency of a Deprivation by the 
4“ Civil — and a ene — 


N The now En- 
uiry is, what the Catholicks, not what 


SY "Hereticet Adverſaries thought and 
« + get oof 

However for Argument fake ler us ſee, 
whether the Collector has better Succeſs in 


reaſoning from the Behaviour of the 1. 


rians, than I have ſhewn him to have 


had, wich relatian to Mis THUS: * the 
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ſwered him, to argue from the Danatiſtc, 


What if they did not believe tho 


3 
® 
| 
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lowing Paſſage of 
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His Objection is grounded on thefts | 
Heodoret. The 4s 
& rians ſuppoſing Melesiut to be of their 


% Party, and the Catholicks knowing him 


« to be Orthodox, agreed together to de- 


2 cree, that Melet ius ſtould be Biſhop of 


4 Antioch. The Carholicks took great 
care, that the Decree ſhould be writs 
ten and ſigued by all. And both 2. 
& rians and Catholicks delivered it as 4 
t certain mutual Covenant to aaa 
« Biſhop of Samoſata, to keep (* Me 
let ius after he came to Autioch declared 


. «/ himſelf Orthodox, in one of his Ser. 


mons. Hereupon the A4 perſuaded 
6 Conſtantivs to baniſh: him; And im- 
80 en put ene open Atlan, 
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4 in his place G Eaſcbias who was 
« entruſted with the common Decree, 

- «eo the Covenants to be broken, 
« * his own See. The Arians ſu- 
| Ctin they ſhould be convicted under 

| ds, perſuaded Con ſtantius 
cc = ht .a Meſſenger to fetch the De- 
4 cree. But Eaſebius anſwered, I cannot 


po | deliver the common 'Depoſitum, till all 


5 who gave it me meet together. Con. 

& ſtantius ſent . a Meſſenger again, and 
« wrote to Eaſebias, that he had com- 
„ manded his Right-hand to be cut off, if 
„ he would not deliver the Decree. But 
« he forbade the Meſſenger to execute the 
« Threatging. Euſebius upon reading the 
Letter, reached out his Left-hand as 
2 well as Right, bidding him cut off both 
4 his Hands. For, five he, I will not de- 
„ ver the Decree, which is fo clear a 
-* * Prot of the Villay- of mes Ales 122 
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e een that their Delres Wich ok. 
e :ced and confirmed Meletius in the See, 
_ © ſhould be openly caflated and nulPd, 
« otherwiſe it might remain in Force a - 

Pk them, and be a Bar to their Elec- 
e tion of another Biſhop, becauſe it ſhew*d 
ce * the Chair to be full (for a Superſemina- 

tion was not acceptable) but this could 
a not be done until Euſebius had deliver'd 
et the Decree into their Hands. For theſe 
ce Conſiderations Conſtantius . 
« ſent away, a Meſſenger to Euſebius, & 

This is not Theodoret's Account, but 10 
olle repreſents it to be ſo, and prints it as 
N in why UTE e . A then 
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he argues 
were Iheodoret . From the whole, % 


* ** N . 
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fi 


< he, T' ſhall take Notice that a ſecond 


Election and Fixation in one and the 


* fame Chair, whilſt the Perſon firſt e- 


* ledted and fixed there is not removed 
< in ſome way which the Rules of the 
Church allow of, was fo very foul in 
<.thoſe Days, that the very Ariens did 
« ſhrink in upon it, and knew not how | 
4 to ſubmit unto it; tho? Theodoret gives 
this Character of them, that they readily 
< broke every Lam to eſtabliſh their Impiety. 
And tho? they afterwards elected Eaxoi- 
* , into Meletius's Chair, and their De- 
e cree to the contrary. was not deliver d 

4 back unto them, it was not done to their 
& own Eaſe and Satisfaction. And if the 
.< want of a legal Cancelling their Votes 
cc had not been a Bar to their ſucceeding 
4 Election, nor laid it under the Scandal 
e of bringing a Biſhop upon a full See, 
% what was it could hinder Euſebius, but 
c that he might have ſurrendred his Pa- 
& per? Or what needed the Ariazs and 
Conſtantius to have been ſo urgent in de- 
„ manding it? But thus it has always 
4 been; evil Men who do not boggle to 
c tread on the Necks of Laws to ſerve 


« their own Turn, will chooſe rather to 


« keep them, if it be conſiſtent with their 
'Gg-s : uu 


rom his own Words as if they 
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452 ATaATIS againſt the 


« gown Projet——. It is moſt ſure, that 

4 the Truft which Samoſatenfis ſo conſcien- 

« tiouſly preſerved, was Meletias's lawful 

Right to the See of Antioch” (o/ . 
Here the Collector ſeems to think, that 

this Writing delivered to Enſebias was a 


fort of a Parent, whereby the Church con- 


ſtituted Melerias Biſhop of Antioch: and 
that there could not regularly be a new Pa- 
tent, till the Ola one was deſtroy d. And 


T gueſs his Argument to be this. If Con- 


ant iu could have deprived Meletius by 
his own Authority, what need he have 

deſired this Writing, or Eaſebius have kept 5 
- It at ſo great Hazard? 

Anuſi. Theodoret plainly tells us, chat this | 
Writing was a fort of mutual Covenant, a 

Word which the Collector never mentions. 
in his Tranſlation, tho Theodoret twice calls 


the Writing by that Name. And what 


Was the Matter of this Covenant? Why, 

Theodoret neceſſarily implies, That it was 
a Covenant between the Catholicts and 
Arians, that Meletias ſhould be Biſhop of 
Antioch. For when Meletias was ejected 
lie ſays, The Covenants were broken, And 
. did Conſtantius ſo earneſtly deſire 


— —— 


te 


h (o) Hiſtorical Collections, p. 112. 


„ 
32 


this 


this Writing? Becauſe it was « manifeſt 
Conviction and Proof of the Villain) of the 
Arians ander their Hands. Villainy, in 
What? Manifeſtly, in breaking their Co- 
venant. For how elſe could rhe Cove- 
nant be a Proof of it? by 
But the Collector ſays, © That this De- 
« cree ſhew'd the Chair to be full, and 
« ſo was a Bar to the Ariaus electing ano- 
„ther Biſhop. F 


1 


Anſiv. We grant the Fulneſs of a Chair 
renders it unlawful to conſtitute another 
Biſhop. But if we denied it, this Argu- 


ment would not prove it. For how does it 


appear that the Arians upon this account 

boggled at electing another Biſhop ? That 
is to be found only in the Collectors own 
Words; and is in it ſelf incredible. Firſt, 
Becauſe T heodoret in relating this very Fact 
tells us, That the AriansSRE avity broke 
 Evrxry Law to eſtabliſh their Impiety (p), 
which the Collector himſelf has quoted. 
Next becauſe there were other and fuller 
Proofs of Meletiuss having been made 
Biſhop of Antioch. If he had been con- 
ſtituced in the manner in which our pre- 
\ tended Nonjuring Biſhops were conſe- 
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crated, the Arians indeed by deftroying 
his Inſtruments, might have taken away 
from him all Proof that he had ever been 
. choſen Biſhop of Antioch. But ſuch clan- 
deſtine Practices were unknown in thoſe 
Times; and Meletius was choſen and en- 
ſtated Biſhop of Antioch in the moſt pub- | 
lick manner imaginable, and almoſt e- 
very Soul in that City was a Witneſs of it, 
But the Collector ſays, That they A r- 
© TERWARDS elected Exzoius into Me- 
« letiuss Chair,” and implies, that they 
ſtaid to ſee whether they could get this 
Decree cancelled, that they might, if 


_ Poſſible, proceed to a new Election, con- : 


ſiſtently with the Eccleſiaſtical Rules. 
Aaſw. The Collector ſays this not only 
without Theodoret's Authority, but di- 
rely contrary to it. For Theodoret re- 
lates, that the Arians did not ſeek to get 
this Decree into their Hands, till Af T ER 
they had elected Eazoius. He ſays that 
upon Meletius s declaring himſelf Ortho- 
dox, they perſuaded Conſtantius to baniſh 
him, and immediately put Exzoins in his 
place. And in the following Chapter he 
ſays, that Euſebius ſeeing the Covenants 
to be broken, viz. by the Baniſhment of 
 Meletins and Election of Euzoias, went to 
his own See. And then Conſtantius ſent. 
after him. . F 
OTE e 
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Non-Conforming Nonjurors. 455 
Thus I have conſidered the Teſimonies 
and Examples brought by our Adverſaries. 
And upon Examination, ſome of them are 
ſw far from proving the Church to have 
Authority to. Deprive excluſively of the 
Civil Power, that they do not prove her 
to have any Authority at all. So many of 
them prove evidently the Supremacy of 
the Civil Power in Eccleſiaſtical Matters, 
that I may well apply to our Adverſaries 
what St. Auſtin more than once ſays of the 
| Donatiſts.  (q) © Who can believe, that 
„ they would have brought ſo many Ar- 
« guments for us, if it had not been oc- 
« caſioned by God's over-ruling them? 
Laſtly, The Fathers were pious and learg- 
ed Men, yet they were Men, and ſome 

of them were miſtaken in ſome particular 
Points. But tho our Adverſaries appear 
to have ranſack'd the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſto- 
ries and Writers for the Nine firſt Centu- 
_ ries; they have not, that I know of, pro- 
duced one Teſtimony or Example which 
will ſerve their Purpole.  . . - 
XIII. There is another Objection brought 
by Dr. Brett, which ſhould have been in- 


()] Quis eos crederet iſta contra fe recitaſſe pro no- 
bis, aiſi Dei omniporentis nutu factum eſſet? Auguſtin 


Epiſt. 151. Col. 699. A. 
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ſerted in a more proper | ce, but that I 
had not ſeen it till m of this Volumo | 
vn printed off, + 
© 2 Cor. x. 12. We wil act boaſt of thing 
&* without our Meaſure, but according to t 
&« Meaſure of the Rule cor Line) which God 
& bath diſtribated to uu. 3 
1. From whence it appears, that each 
* Apoſtle had his proper Line or Diſtrict 
in which no other might claim a ſpiri- 
« tual Juriſdiftion independent on him. 
Arnfv. Whether this Inference: be trus 
or falſe, it does not concern our 1 
purpoſe. 
2. From theſe Words of geriptme Dr. 
Brett (7) draws alſo a ſecond Infer- 
ence; viz, © That the Diviſion of the 
% Church into Diſtricts was made by 
the Apoſtles themſelves, by the Direc- 
* tions of the Haly Ghoſt: and therefore 
* rhis was a Divine, not a Human loftie 
noo. © 
Anſw. 1. Dr. Brett does not clearly ex- 
pe what ſort of Diviſion he means. Now 
vppoling for Argument ſake, that it had 
been a Divine Inſtitution, that the Church 
ſhould be divided into ſome. Nane or 


— — 


end b. 66, T7: 


other; 


other: yet the Apoſtles might proceed of 
upon Reaſons merely Prudential, in di- j 
viding it into ſuch particular Diſtricts, | 
and in appointing ſuch Perſons over each | 


Anſw. 2. Suppoling allo rgument | 
cke, that the Apoſties, as to the Diſtricts 4 
ſettled by themſelves, followed the Di- DET 
rections of the Holy Ghoſt: this will not be 
of any Service to our Adverſaries, till _ 
can prove, that the Exgiiſþ Church alſo 
was divided into Dioceſes by the ſame 
Direction. VVâ ol 
Anſw. 3. St. Paul might, and undoubt- 
edly would have expreſſed himſelf in the 
ſame manner, ſuppoſing the Apoſtles to 
have been guided only by Prudential Rea- 
ſons, in appointing the Bounds of Dio- 
ceſes: And the Apoſtles ſeem plainly to 
have been guided merely by ſuch Reaſons 
in ſettling ſeveral Diſtritts: and particu- 
_ tlarly it is probable, that St. Paul firſt 
| preached the Goſpel at Corinth, upon his 
own human Choice. „ i 
Tt 1s faid, that God divided to the Nations I 
their Inheritance, when he ſeparated the Sons 
of Adam (/, and particularly, that he 
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| Deut. xxxii. 8. 


gave 
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the | 
gade Mount Seir unto Eſau and Ar : auto. 
the Children of Lot for 4 Poſſeſſion. (t). 
Which only means that Providence ſo 
diſpoſed it, that ſuch Nations ſhould ob- 
tain ſuch Lands, and does not deny but 
that they followed their own human 
Choice in taking the Poſſeſſion of them: 
So if a Man ſhould of his own Motion, oc- 

cupy and plant. a Deſert Iſland, he might 
and indeed ought to ſay, that God in his 
good Providence gave him that Iſland. 
And in like manner, tho St. Paul had 
choſen to preach the Goſpel at Corinth ra- 
ther than any other Place, merely upon 
Prudential Reaſons, he might properly have 


4 


 faid, that God diſtributed his Apoſtolical - 


Diſtrict to him. And in all probability 

he would have ſaid it, becauſe he was not 
apt to commend himſelf, but to aſcribe 
the Praife of every thing to God. Thus 
in this very Paſſage, he expoſes theſe Pre- 
tenders for boaſting of other Mens Labonrs : 
whereby tho' in all probability he meant 
his own Labours; yet he avoids calling 
them ſo expreſly, and adds, He that glo- 
rieth, let him glory in the Lord (u). So in 
the firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthiaus, which 
was written againit che ſame Pretenders, 
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(!.} Deut. ii. 5, 9. ; 
(#) + Cor. X. 15 16, 17. 
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that he laboured, and aſſerts, that it was 
| God's Grace which laboured. I laboured more 


abundantly than they all: yet not I, but the 
Grace of God which was with me ( ). Yet 


no one can doubt but many of thoſe pious 


Labours were as truly his own as any 


Man's can be. In ſhort then, theſe Intru- 
ders aſcribed to themſelves the Glory of 
other Mens Labours, St. Paul aſcri- 
bed the Glory of his own Labours to 
to God, not to himſelf. And by parity of 
Reaſon, he would undoubredly attribute 
to God the Praiſe of his firſt coming and 
preaching to the' Corinthians, and thereby 
making them a part of his Apoſtolical 
Charge, how much ſoever it might be ow- 

ing ü A OT ET; 
I have before obſerved (&), that tho? 
the Apoſtles were ſometimes extraordina- 


rily directed by the Spirit, yet they ſeem 


plainly to have often followed their own 
Choice, as to the Places where they exe- 
cuted their Office, And I ſhall here add, 


that this appears clear from ſome of thoſe 
very Paſlages, wherein they are related 
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(w] 1 Cor, xv. 10. 
(*] Supra, p. 26. 


* forming Nonjurors. 459 
having ſaid, I laboured more abundantly 
than all the Apoſtles, he immediately denies 


r r 


to 


460. Anne rak againſt 4 


to have been directed by the Spirit. Thus 
St. Lake ſays, Ad, xvi. 6. They were for- 
bidden of the Holy Ghoſt to preach the Mord 
in Aſia: Which implies, that they were 
likely to have preached it there, if the - 
Spirit had not forbidden them. And 
in the next Verſe he ſays They aſe © 
fayed to go into Bithynia, — t. e Spirit Saf 
fered them not. Now if St. Paul had 
always had the Direction of the Spi- 
rit, he would not have attempted to go 
into Bithynia without it: neither would 
there have been any need for the Holy 
Ghoſt to have forbidden him to preac 
the Word in 4½a; ſince the bare not com- 
_ wanding him to do it, would have been 


| ſufficient to ha ve. hindered him from it. 


This alſo is confirmed by the ver7 
Paſſage before us. Having Hope, ſays the 
Apoſfle ( 7), When jour Faith is increaſed, 
 #hat we 12 be enlarged by you, according to 
our Rule, abundanth ; To preach the Goſpel 
in the Regions beyond you ;, i. e. he hoped 


that by means of the Iacreaſe of their 5 


Faith, he ſhould be enabled to preach the 
Goſpel | in the Regions beyond Corinth, and 
ſo his Line or Piſtrict would be e 


2 


— 


9 (y) 2 Cor. x. 15, 16, 


ae Commentators think the Apoſtle's 


meaning to be, that when their Faith 
was ſofficiently increaſed, he would have 
| leſs Occaſion to teach them, and. would 


be more at Leiſure to convert others. 


Others with greater Probability judge the 


meaning to be, that as the Faith of the 


Romans was ſpoken of throughout the whole © 
World: So St Paal hoped that the Faith 


of the Corinthians would become ſo cele- 


brated, and thereby he who converted 


them would gain ſo much Reputation, as 


the more eaſily to convert the Ran 


beyond them. 
But which ſoever be the true Interpre- 


tation, St. Paul here plainly expreſſes his 


Hopes, that his Apoſtolical Line would 


be enlarged, not by his receiving a Di- | 


 re&tion from the Holy Ghoſt, but by means 
of the Increaſe of the Faith of the Coriu- 
thians; a manner in which any one would 


have expreſſed himſelf, who was deter- 


mined, as to the Places of his Preaching, 


by Prudential Conſiderations. 
ILaſtiy, probable, that when St. 
Paul firſt came and preached to the Corin-. 


thians, he had no particular Direction from 


the Holy Ghoſt to do ſo. St. Lake does not 
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ment ion that he had; but — ſays (z), 
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| "= 
| After theſe things, Paul departed from Athens 
and came to Corinth. Indeed having rela- 
ted that mary of. the Corinthians hearing, 
believed and were baptized ; he proceeds, 
TREN ſpake the Lord to Paul in the Night 
_ by Vifion ; Be not afraid, but ſpeak and hold 
not thy Peace; for I have much People in this 
City (4). But this rather confirms, that 
he received no Order from God to come 
thither at firſt. For if he had, St. Luke 
would have recorded it in all probability, as 
well as this Order to him, to continue there. 
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